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The Reverend Dr. Keith Boone, Pas-
tor, First United Methodist Church,
Rockwall, Texas, offered the following
prayer:

O Lord God, You call us to do the
right thing for the right reasons, that
from sea to shining sea we may experi-
ence the joy of freedom, and the bene-
fits of our labor.

We are a Nation under You, O God,
under Your grace and under Your judg-
ment.

We are a blessed Nation, but confess
we squander many of the resources You
so freely give us.

May we live in such a way that our
behaviors match our beliefs.

Grant us courage to speak for those
who are voiceless, to seek justice for
the powerless, and to stand as a beacon
of compassion before a dark and des-
perate world.

May we be mindful and thankful for
those whose sacrifice allows us an
abundance of blessings.

Above all, may we honor our herit-
age, embrace the present, and discern
the future You would will for our Na-
tion.

In Your Holy name we pray. Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BONNER) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. BONNER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 4635. An act to provide an extension of
highway, highway safety, motor carrier safe-
ty, transit, and other programs funded out of
the Highway Trust Fund pending enactment
of a law reauthorizing the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century.

————

WELCOMING DR. KEITH BOONE,
PASTOR, FIRST UNITED METH-
ODIST CHURCH

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
Speaker for having my pastor here to
pray over this Congress and to pray
over the Nation. Keith Payne Boone is
a native of Dallas, Texas, a graduate of
my alma mater Southern Methodist
University. He has Methodist in his
veins from head to toe. His grandfather
was the legendary Bolton Boone who
headed up the Golden Cross. It was the
first ecumenical charity. I was a mem-
ber of that board some 50 years in Dal-
las. Keith was not around at that time,
but he is a leader in the Methodist
Church of Rockwall, Texas. The Dallas
News carried, I think 3 months ago,
that Rockwall County was the fastest-
growing county in the United States.
That is how fast our church is growing
with the great pastor.

I thank Pastor Keith Boone, my
friend, friend of my family, Mary Ellen
and my entire family, friend of Meth-
odists, Baptists, and all denominations
alike in Rockwall. Thank him for the
prayer. Thank him for what he has
done, what he is doing, and what he
will do for this Nation.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize 10 one-minutes on each side.

DRILLING IN ANWR

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, this
week is the first week in summer. Gas-
oline prices are high as we enter into
the summer driving season. So energy
independence should be a goal of this
Congress. Worldwide demand for petro-
leum has increased in the last decade,
but the growth in production has been
relatively flat.

The inevitable result is higher prices
at the gasoline pump. The reality is it
takes a long time to go from an oil
field to a gas station. We have lost con-
siderable time in that regard.

In 1995 in the 104th Congress, H.R.
2491 would have allowed oil exploration
and drilling in the Alaska National
Wildlife Refuge. The Department of
Energy has estimated that between 1
and 1.3 million barrels of oil a day
could be derived from this source. Un-
fortunately, this legislation was vetoed
by the previous administration. And
that was nearly 10 years ago. Given a
timeline of 7 to 14 years for building a
pipeline, it is time that we could
scarcely afford.

Mr. Speaker, I have been to ANWR.
The vast coastal plain is unsuitable for
habitation during the summer months
because of its marshy consistency. The
people who live in ANWR are counting
on this Congress to do the right thing
and allow them, the rightful owners of
these mineral rights, to begin devel-
oping the resources that were granted
to them upon statehood in 1959.

As we say in Texas, ‘“Time’s a wast-
ing.”
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INCREASING DEBT AND
OVERPROMISING

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I wore my Adam Smith tie this
morning because today we are going to
talk about some ways that might help
us give discipline to ourselves on how
much money we spend and how much
overpromising we do.

Two areas. One, I am from a farm in
Michigan. That is where we usually try
to reduce the mortgage so our Kkids
have a little better chance. In this
Chamber and in the Senate and the
White House, what we have been doing
for the last 20 years is increasing the
debt. Every year for the last 20 years
the debt subject to the debt limit has
been going up. Plus, we have been over-
promising in Medicare, Social Secu-
rity. The unfunded liability is a huge
burden on our children.

So, hopefully, today we can join to-
gether to help give ourselves discipline
on overspending by changing the law.

———

ECONOMY

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, just
3 short years ago when this administra-
tion took over, there was $236 billion
surplus, 22 million jobs had been cre-
ated, and the country was experiencing
its lowest drop in poverty in a decade.
Now, all those trends have reversed
themselves.

Today the unemployment rate is 30
percent higher. 8.2 million people are
looking for work, and more jobs are
disappearing in our country every day.
Outsourcing, sending good manufac-
turing jobs out of our country.

I am from the State of Michigan. We
have lost over 200,000 jobs and 136,000 of
those in the manufacturing sector.
Something must be done. We must
take care of American citizens first.
People are paying more for their food,
for their clothing, for their gasoline.
We have got to do something about
this.

Let us invest in America and Amer-
ican families. Health care is a debacle.
We can fix that. America needs new
leadership. Make sure you get out and
extend your right.

———

BEAUFORT FAMILY TREE FARM
SERVES AS A NATIONAL MODEL

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to commend the
Burris family of Beaufort, South Caro-
lina, upon receiving the 2003 South
Carolina Environmental Awareness
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Award for their Cypress Bay Planta-
tion, one of the best tree farms in
America.

The entire family, which includes Dr.
“Skeet’ Burris, his wife Gail, and their
sons Hank, Andy, Ben, Tony and Char-
lie, have themselves worked the 1,600-
acre tree farm in Hampton County
since 1986.

They have won many awards includ-
ing the South Carolina Tree Farm of
the Year in 1995, National Outstanding
Tree Farmers of the Year award in
2000, and Private Conservationist of the
Year in 2001.

Today, the beautiful lands of Cypress
Bay Plantation contain well over
200,000 trees teeming with wildlife, and
are used to educate local children on
the environment.

I ask all my colleagues to join me in
commending the Burris family for
their commitment to environmental
excellence.

In conclusion, may God bless our
troops; and we will never forget Sep-
tember 11.

———————

VETERANS PROGRAMS ARE BEING
UNDERFUNDED

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, over 200
years ago, our Founding Fathers
pledged their lives, their fortunes, and
their sacred honor to the untested
ideas of liberty, equality, and democ-
racy. But today as a new generation of
veterans is being created in Iraq and
Afghanistan, Republicans are under-
funding the programs that are vitally
important to our veterans by passing a
budget that underfunds veterans health
care by $1 billion and rejecting Demo-
cratic efforts to fully fund VA health
care.

What is even worse is that this will
not stop this year because the Bush ad-
ministration’s plan for the 2006 budget
includes a $900 million cut in funding
for veterans health care. And this will
conveniently not come into effect until
after the election.

No Republican has come forward and
rejected the Bush administration’s lat-
est proposals to cut veterans programs.
Not one. This is outrageous.

Democrats are fighting to honor vet-
erans by honoring their sacrifices. Why
are the Republicans making our sons
and daughters fight bravely on the bat-
tlefield and come home and fight the
government for their benefits?

———
THE LIBERAL MEDIA BIAS OF CBS

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
earlier this month we learned of more
good economic news about the expand-
ing economy. 947,000 new jobs created
in March, April, and May alone. One
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might think that almost a million new
jobs in 3 months constitutes big news,
but it was not big news on ‘“CBS
Evening News.”

“The CBS Evening News’ spent 20
seconds glossing over the creation of
nearly a million new jobs. CBS then
aired a 2-minute report about 1,300 peo-
ple being laid off in Ohio. The laying
off of 1,300 workers and their families
at any time is sad. I have hope and
faith that those families will soon be
back on their feet. But for CBS to bury
the good news about a million new jobs
and magnify the bad news of 1,300 lay-
offs smacks of partisan media bias.
Twenty seconds for good economic
news, 2 minutes for bad economic news.
If it is not liberal media bias, I do not
know what is.

————
ARE WE BETTER OFF?

(Ms. WATSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, the Bush
administration has demonstrated a
complete failure to plan for our oper-
ations in Iraq and a complete failure to
plan here at home. One has to ask, Are
we better off than we were 4 years ago?

When President Bush took office, we
had a $236 billion budget surplus and
the Nation had created 22 million jobs
over the previous 8 years.
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The number of uninsured had de-
creased for the first time in 12 years,
and the country had the lowest poverty
rate in 20 years.

Today, 8.2 million are Americans
looking for work; 1.8 million private
sector jobs have been lost. The number
of uninsured has increased by 3.8 mil-
lion, and gas prices are at a 23-year
high. Household income has decreased
by almost $1,500, and college tuition is
up by 28 percent. This is absolutely not
acceptable, and it is not something
that just happened.

President Bush had only one eco-
nomic policy when he took office and
he had only one today, tax cuts for
those who need them least.

———
FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCE BE-
TWEEN REPUBLICANS AND
DEMOCRATS

(Mr. BONNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
American people have somehow stum-
bled on to C-SPAN this morning, try-
ing to find either Oprah or Regis, let
me urge you to set your VCRs because
later today you are going to get a
chance to see the fundamental dif-
ference between our side of the aisle
and the other side of the aisle.

You see, our friends on the other side
have suppressed their appetite to raise
your taxes long enough, and just like
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that chain smoker who has to go to the
drawer and find that little addiction,
they are coming back to it again today
with a proposal to raise your taxes
$18.9 billion.

This tax increase would not be to go
to support our troops in the war on ter-
ror. It would not be to cut the deficit
or to pay town the debt. No, it would
be to spend more money on social pro-
grams to the tune of $150 billion over
the next decade.

If you set your VCR and you ever
want to know the difference, play it
over and over again, and if you happen
to lose the tape, you can just play
“Nightmare on Elm Street’” because
that is what this tax hike would do to
the American people.

——————

BUSH ADMINISTRATION’S ECO-
NOMIC POLICIES AND THE IM-
PACT ON TEXAS

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak
about how Texas families and workers
are struggling to survive during this
administration’s handling of our econ-
omy.

While Democrats here in the U.S.
House of Representatives have been
fighting to stop the exportation of
American jobs and create more jobs
here at home, the administration has
chosen a completely different path.

In my State of Texas, we have lost
over 175,000 manufacturing jobs. Health
insurance premiums have increased by
65 percent since the beginning of the
Bush administration. The cost of a col-
lege education has increased by 28 per-
cent in the State since the beginning of
the current administration. Household
income has decreased by $204 over the
past 2 years. 808,000 have joined the
ranks of the uninsured in Texas since
the beginning of this administration.

How long are we going to sit here and
just talk about each other instead of
addressing these issues?

As the law-making body, Mr. Speak-
er, of a system created to serve, pro-
tect and enhance American ideals, lib-
erty and longevity, we must rebuild
our economy, put families first before
corporations and stop the rampant
outsourcing of our jobs overseas.

———

BROWARD COUNTY FUNDING

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to discuss the Urban Area Security Ini-
tiative grants. The Department of
Homeland Security awards these
grants to urban areas based on credible
threat information, population density,
and critical infrastructure.

Broward County, which is in my dis-
trict, has been designated an embar-
rassing and unacceptable 10 percent of
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this homeland security money by the
city of Miami who has kept the rest.

Mr. Speaker, Broward County is the
home of 1.6 million people. It also
houses Port Everglades, which is home
to 19 cruise lines. It also houses a large
petroleum tank farm, which is the sole
provider of fuel for 12 south Florida
counties, including Miami Dade. The
port ploys 10,000 people and generates
$1.7 billion in business activity and $545
million in wage annually.

Broward also has an international
airport, which is located within close
proximity of both Port Everglades and
the petroleum tank farm. Broward
County remains an extremely vulner-
able terrorist target, and it must be
treated as such.

So I am here to voice my unwavering
support for the Department of Home-
land Security to create a new urban
area for Broward, as well as Palm
Beach County.

This is my second consecutive day to
come to the floor about this issue. I am
speaking for my constituents and will
continue to do so until this outrageous
offense by the city of Miami is cor-
rected.

———

THE ECONOMY

(Mr. FARR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, California’s
the fifth largest economy in the world.
One would think that the Republican
administration would be paying atten-
tion to the economic indicators in Cali-
fornia and realize that all is not well in
the economy.

Since President Bush took office, 1.9
million jobs have been lost. Californian
unemployment remains above the na-
tional average, and one in 10 persons in
my District is unemployed. Jobs that
have been created are low-paying and
do not provide benefits such as health
care and other important benefits.

There is a direct link between get-
ting a good education and getting a
good job, but the ability to get that
good education has been undermined
by the inability to adequately fund the
best higher education system in the
United States, the California higher
education system, because students are
now being turned away. Eligible to get
in, all the tests, all the ability to get
in, but no room in the inn. Why? Be-
cause this administration has failed to
adequately fund the Pell grants and
Perkins loans for students to make
education accessible.

During the 1980s, we learned that
voodoo economics did not stimulate
the economy. Neither is hoodoo eco-
nomics stimulating the economy
today.

HONORING FATHER’S DAY
(Mr. RYUN of Kansas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
last Sunday was Father’s Day. This is
a day specifically set aside to reflect
and honor fathers.

Being a father is not something that
should be taken lightly. A study by
child psychologist Michael Lamb dem-
onstrates exactly how important the
presence of a father is in the develop-
ment of a child. It found that a strong
bond between a father and a child has
a positive effect upon the development
of the child.

It is a statistical fact that children
with involved loving fathers are sig-
nificantly more likely to do well in
school, have healthy self-esteem, ex-
hibit empathy and pro-social behavior.
These children are also more likely to
avoid high-risk behavior such as the
use of drugs, truancy and criminal ac-
tivity, than to children who have unin-
volved fathers.

Mr. Speaker, even though the time to
celebrate Father’s Day has come and
gone, the importance of being a father
never diminishes. I rise today to recog-
nize the caring and loving fathers for
all they do for their families and also
encourage them to continue to fulfill
their role in the family.

———

HIGHWAY BILL EXTENSION

(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day we passed a fourth extension of the
highway bill that expired last fall.
That is all fine and good, but no longer
can we leave the States holding the bag
because of a veto threat from the Bush
administration and a reluctance by the
Republican leadership to lend the nec-
essary investment that industry, com-
merce and the workers of this Nation
want in our infrastructure.

Investment in our infrastructure
spells jobs. Tell me what is wrong with
a bill that creates jobs. One would
think that Mr. CHENEY and Mr. Bush
would jump on a chance to create jobs.

Since the first day the Cheney-Bush
leadership took over in Washington, 9.9
million private sector jobs have been
lost. Today, 8.2 million people are look-
ing for work, and 4.7 million people are
working part-time for economic rea-
sons.

Unfortunately, this highway bill has
fallen victim to political differences
within a divided Republican party.
Even though we have had enough sup-
port to pass this bill since last year,
the divided Republican party has held
up passage of a fully funded bill for
months.

The President opposes congressional
Republicans from both the House and
the Senate. House Republicans are di-
vided against each other. The Presi-
dent has even gone against his own De-
partment of Transportation when they
say what is necessary for investment in
infrastructure in this country.
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TAX CUTS AND JOB GROWTH

(Mr. GINGREY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, look at
all of these new jobs: 1.4 million since
August 2003. Mr. Speaker, this recovery
is further proof that cutting taxes and
reducing the burden of government on
American citizens and businesses stim-
ulates economic growth, as President
Reagan understood so well.

In fact, there is one very telling sta-
tistic. In the last 100 days, there have
been over 1 million jobs created. Let
me restate that, 1 million jobs in 100
days.

This is a true sign of the times, a
time of prosperity and opportunity.
President Bush was correct in his pol-
icy to cut taxes to stimulate economic
growth, and now we have substantial
job growth.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, it is time to
make these tax cuts permanent. I know
of 1.4 million people and counting who
most certainly would agree.

————

THE CONTINUED IMPROVING
STATE OF OUR ECONOMY

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, the numbers from the month of May
reveal that the American people are
improving their lives under the leader-
ship of George W. Bush and the Repub-
lican Congress.

Two-hundred-and-forty-eight thou-
sand jobs were created in May, and
more than 1 million jobs have been cre-
ated over the last 100 days. The unem-
ployment rate is down to 5.6 percent.
This is lower than the averages in the
1970s, 1980s and 1990s. Homeownership
has risen to the highest level ever at
68.6 percent. Real disposable personal
income is up 3.9 percent. Consumer
confidence is up and business invest-
ment in equipment and software is up
at an annual rate of 14 percent, and the
stock market is up 18 percent.

Now, some Republicans may try to
take all the credit for the economic
growth we have been witnessing. How-
ever, we can only take credit for free-
ing up the American people from the
burdens of high taxes and government
intrusion. We Republicans removed
those barriers, and the economy im-
proved due to the ingenuity and the en-
trepreneurial spirit of the American
people.

——————

IRAQ’S FUTURE

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, June 30 is not the begin-
ning of the end of Iraq, as some would
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want us to believe but, rather, the be-
ginning of their future.

There is no doubt that challenges lay
ahead, but I am optimistic about Iraq’s
future. I am optimistic because just 15
months ago, Saddam Hussein was a
threat to the world and Iraqis had no
voice.

Today, thanks to the brave and self-
less sacrifices of American and coali-
tion troops, Saddam is no longer in
power and millions of Iraqis are shap-
ing their own destinies by partici-
pating in Iraq’s political process.

The Iraq people are showing tremen-
dous courage as they face enemies of
freedom. Neither the will of the Iraqis
nor the coalition will be deterred by vi-
olence and terror.

Mr. Speaker, next week Iraq offi-
cially becomes a sovereign Nation, and
I am optimistic because this is no
doubt that a free Iraq will be a decisive
blow to terrorism and a victory for the
civilized world and the security of
America.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4663, SPENDING CONTROL
ACT OF 2004

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 692 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 692

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4663) to amend
part C of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to extend
the discretionary spending limits and pay-as-
you-go through fiscal year 2009. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Budget. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered as read. All points of
order against the bill are waived. No amend-
ment to the bill shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived except that upon adoption of an
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
only the last amendment printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules shall be in
order. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
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The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 692 is a
structured rule providing 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Budget. The rule waives all points
of order against the bill and its consid-
eration and makes in order only those
amendments printed in the Committee
on Rules report accompanying the res-
olution.

The rule further provides that the
amendments printed in the report shall
be considered only in the order printed
in the report, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall
be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by
a proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to demand for a division of
the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole.

Finally, the rule waives all points of
order against the amendments printed
in the report, except that upon adop-
tion of an amendment in the nature of
a substitute, only the last amendment
printed in the report shall be in order.
The rule provides one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, as the only Member of
the House serving on both the Com-
mittee on Rules and the Committee on
the Budget, I have become increasingly
convinced of the need for significant
changes in the congressional budget
process, particularly with respect to
the spending side of the budget ledger.
Enactment of H.R. 4663 would make
major strides toward providing the
House with the tools needed to enforce
spending discipline in a time of unac-
ceptable high Federal deficits.

Like many Members, I wish the bill
reported went even further, but it is an
important first step. For that reason, I
am pleased that the Committee on
Rules has made in order a long list of
proposed amendments to provide the
House with multiple opportunities to
strengthen the base bill.

At the heart of the bill are proposals
to reinstate spending caps on discre-
tionary spending, consistent with the
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levels set forth in the budget resolu-
tion, and a 2-year extension of the pay-
as-you-go, or PAYGO, requirements for
mandatory spending. It should be
noted, Mr. Speaker, that this latter
provision requires that bills increasing
entitlement spending must be offset by
reductions in other spending and not
by raising taxes.

The bill also provides that any
breach of either of these spending dis-
ciplines would result in automatic
spending cuts known as ‘‘sequesters.”’

Finally, the bill takes the responsible
approach to the sometimes legitimate
need for ‘“‘emergency’’ spending by per-
mitting such measures only when they
result from circumstances that are
truly unanticipated, temporary, and
are needed for the preservation of life,
property, or national security. The bill
also requires that future spending pro-
jections no longer assume that these
one-time ‘‘emergency’’ spending levels
will continue in future years.

Mr. Speaker, the congressional budg-
et process was a badly needed reform
back in 1974; and while it served us well
in that time period, it can serve us bet-
ter. This bill is an important step to-
wards that goal; and, accordingly, I en-
courage Members to support both the
rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Washington
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, early
this morning the Committee on Rules
passed a lopsided rule packed with Re-
publican amendments. It is shocking
that of the 19 amendments made in
order, only one Democrat amendment
and one bipartisan amendment are in
order. Senior Democrats were shut out,
while the rule makes the amendments
of junior Members in order on the Re-
publican side. The rule provides for
one-sided debate on H.R. 4663. The
House will be allowed to discuss and
vote on Republican amendments, but
Democratic ideas and amendments
have been virtually excluded in the im-
portant debate on budget process re-
form.

Mr. Speaker, the question before us
is whether or not the current budget
process creates a product that em-
bodies our budget policies and our pri-
orities. The Federal Government has
gone from having historic surpluses of
$5.26 trillion to having historic deficits
of $2.3 trillion. If we are unsatisfied
with a budget, are policies or the budg-
et process to blame? Should the budget
process enforcement mechanism be pol-
icy neutral or should the process force
or enable Congress to make policy de-
cisions?

BEarlier this spring, the Sub-
committee on Legislative and Budget
Process of the Committee on Rules
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held a series of hearings on these ques-
tions. The message that came out of
the hearings seemed to be, I thought,
that the budget process is not at fault.
Its structural flaws in the budget proc-
ess did not produce Federal budgets
with massive debt. Instead, the budgets
are products of policy choices. The
issue is not the mechanisms we em-
ploy. The real issue is that people are
now unhappy with policy choices made
over the last 3% years. This concern is
bubbling up as criticism over the budg-
et process, turning process, not policy,
into the villain.

Since the adoption of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, many re-
forms have been proposed and tried. Bi-
annual budget, joint budget resolution,
sequestration, caps on discretionary
spending, caps on entitlement spend-
ing, pay-as-you-go requirements, con-
stitutional amendments, and other
ideas were part of previous discussions,
and part, again, of the current budget
reform debate. We all know that caps
on discretionary spending and PAYGO
requirements on mandatory spending
and tax cuts, which is an important
point, worked well in the 1990s.

The underlying legislation is fatally
flawed in that it leaves future tax cuts
unchecked and applies PAYGO only to
mandatory spending. The historic defi-
cits are in large part the product of the
tax cuts, which primarily benefit the
wealthiest Americans. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has said that the
$2.3 trillion deficit has been caused by
the tax cuts and the associated debt
services.

During the second subcommittee
hearing, budget expert Stan Collender
offered this advice: enacting a new
budget process without first developing
the consensus necessary to make it
work will be perpetuating a political
hoax. You will be promising results the
process cannot possibly deliver, allow-
ing the process to be used to justify
policy changes that will not otherwise
seem appropriate and allowing policy-
makers to hide behind both procedural
votes that, at best, will be confusing
and, at worst, completely indecipher-
able.

The body is sharply divided, Mr.
Speaker; and there is no consensus on
budget reform. This debate is not an
academic exercise. Changes to the
process will affect millions of Ameri-
cans. Caps on mandatory spending will
dramatically choke vital programs,
like Medicare, Medicaid, veterans bene-
fits and student loans. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this rule so that all
ideas, not just the majority sugges-
tions, may be considered and debated.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT), a senior member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget and a leader in
the budget reform process in the
House.
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

This is an important debate, Mr.
Speaker, so I hope that Members are
paying attention. The real power of the
purse rests with us here, in the people’s
House. I am proud of what we did
through most of the 1990s. When we
came here, when I was elected in 1994
and came here in the spring of 1995, 1
remember we had some meetings with
some of the economists and people
from the Congressional Budget Office.
And we have to go back and remember
what was happening in America. We
were running deficits every year of $250
billion and more, and we can all point
fingers and blame this and blame that;
but at the end of the day, we were
spending more than the taxpayers were
sending in, and America wanted us to
do something about this.

At one of the meetings we were aft,
we had some economists saying, if Con-
gress does not get serious about bal-
ancing the Federal budget, that by the
time my children got to be my age
they would be paying an effective tax
rate to the Federal Government of over
80 percent, just to pay the interest on
the national debt.

Now, I come from a rural district,
and I think most folks from rural com-
munities understand this, because it
really has been part of the rural ethic,
particularly those who are farm fami-
lies, to pay off the mortgage and leave
the kids the farm. What we have been
doing is we were literally selling the
farm and leaving our kids the mort-
gage. We knew that it was not just bad
public policy; it was fundamentally im-
moral.

So what we did is we began to limit
the growth in Federal spending, and I
am proud to report that from 1995 until
the year 2000, the Federal budget was
growing at a slower rate than the aver-
age family budget. That, combined
with a fairly strong economy, we lit-
erally went from a $250 billion shortfall
every year to a $250 billion surplus.

In fact, just 3 years ago, the Congres-
sional Budget Office told us that we
could look forward to surpluses in the
Federal Treasury over the next 10
years of $5.4 trillion. Now, that same
Congressional Budget Office today is
telling us that we can look forward to
deficits of $1.6 trillion over the next 10
years. The only thing we can really say
about the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s forecasts is that they are both
wrong.

What we do know that is right is that
over the last several years we have al-
lowed Federal spending to grow at a
rate double what it grew through most
of the 1990s. And part of the reason
that happened is we allowed some of
the budgetary rules to expire, the
things that control the growth in Fed-
eral spending.

There was a farmer who told me sev-
eral years ago, we were talking about
the deficit, and he said, you know, the
problem with you guys in Washington
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is you do not quite get it. The problem
is not that we are not sending enough
money to Washington. The problem is
you spend it faster than we send it in.
He probably expressed it more accu-
rately and more simply than any of us
would like to admit.

What we want to do today, and this is
an important event and these are im-
portant votes, we want to bring back
some of the rules that controlled Con-
gress with regard to spending. One of
them is PAYGO. That means if you
want to have a new program, you have
to figure out a way to pay for it. And
I do not think that is too much to ask.
The other is setting up some spending
caps.

Let me give some ideas why I think
that is important. Over the last several
years, we have passed some pretty good
budgets, some very tough budgets here
in the House of Representatives. Back
in fiscal year 2002, for example, our
budget resolution which we passed here
in the House called for spending $661
billion in what we call discretionary
spending. But by the time we were
done negotiating with the Senate, we
ended up spending $734.6 billion. Well,
in the next year we said in the House
budget resolution that we would agree
to spend $759 billion in discretionary
spending. But before the year was over,
we actually spent $849 billion. Last
year, our budget resolution called for
spending $784.5 billion. But when all
the numbers were in and the spending
was done and the conference commit-
tees at last had concluded, the number
actually was $873 billion.

Pogo was right. We have met the
enemy, and he is us.

I think there was a certain amount of
hubris that, well, we have done a pret-
ty good job of balancing the budget
over the 5- or 6-year period. We had ac-
tually paid down over a half trillion
dollars of publicly held debt, and I
think we began to think we did not
need these budget rules any more. I am
here to say that I think we were wrong,
and we have to get back to some of
those rules.

This is a very important debate. I
support this rule. I know there will be
people who will say, well, we did not
get to offer our amendment, or this
amendment was not made in order. But
I think we are going to have a very vig-
orous debate over the next several
hours on the rule and the bill. Mr.
Speaker, I hope later I will have a
chance to visit more about the rule and
the bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Minnesota,
who just noted that between 1995 and
2000 government spending grew more
slowly than did the economy as a
whole and that we, in the process, paid
off almost $.5 trillion in debt.

I very much appreciate the endorse-
ment of the economic policies of the
Clinton administration. It is too bad
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that those policies were reversed by
the incumbent administration.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), who is
the ranking member on the Committee
on the Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, this is
called the Spending Control Act of 2004.
The last time I looked, the Republicans
control the House, Republicans control
the Senate, and Republicans control
the White House. So it begs the ques-
tion, why can they not control spend-
ing? Why do we need this piece of legis-
lation to control spending?

As one looks at the bill and asks that
question, another question arises: Why
does this bill have nothing to do with
revenues? Basically what this bill
would do is affect discretionary spend-
ing for 2 years, not 5, and put in place
a PAYGO rule, a pay as you go rule
which applied to mandatory spending,
entitlement spending increases but not
to tax reductions.

Do we disagree on the problem before
us? Absolutely not. We have got a prob-
lem. The best evidence of the problem
was signaled this week when we had a
defense appropriations bill in which
was buried a provision that will in-
crease the debt ceiling over the next
several years by a substantial sum of
money.

Let us look first at what has hap-
pened over the last several years on the
watch of the Bush administration with
respect to the debt that we have accu-
mulated, the mountainous debt that we
are building up now. The best indicator
of that is where does the debt ceiling
stand? There is a statutory ceiling on
the amount of debt we can incur. When
President Bush came to office, it was
$5.95 trillion. Within a year, he had to
increase that by $450 billion. Last year
he had to increase it by, get this, $984
billion. The other day they increased it
by $650 billion, to $8.74 trillion once it
finally passes the Congress.

That is the record of the last 4 years,
three increases in the debt ceiling in 4
years, from $5.9 trillion to $8 trillion
and this is the bad news: It does not
stop here. The Congressional Budget
Office tells us looking at the Presi-
dent’s budget out over the next 10
years, as they are required by law to
do, that if we follow the policies laid
down by the Bush administration, the
debt of this country will grow in 2014 to
$13.6 trillion. That is where the debt
ceiling will have to be taken in order
to accommodate their fiscal policies.

What does this bill propose with re-
spect to this problem? As it turns out,
very, very little. Before going any fur-
ther, it is worth reminding everybody
what happened in the 1990s. It can be
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done. If you put your shoulder to the
wheel and the President supports it
and the leadership of the Congress sup-
ports it, we can bring the deficit to
heel. We did it in the 1990s. We went
from a deficit of $290 billion at the end
of fiscal year 1992 to a surplus of $236
billion in 1998. Just as a reminder from
1997 to 2000 on the watch of the Clinton
administration, we reduced the debt of
this country by $362 billion. If you
added fiscal year 2001, which was basi-
cally the Clinton budget, we reduced
the debt by more than $400 billion.
What a fiscal reversal we have seen in
the last 4 years.

What does this bill propose to do? Es-
sentially it proposes to clamp down on
that wedge of the budget called domes-
tic non-homeland discretionary spend-
ing. That is, discretionary spending
from which we have backed out inter-
national spending and from which we
have backed out homeland security, be-
cause in both of those categories, they
foresee substantial increases, but they
are going to bring all the force of their
efforts to bear on this wedge of the
budget which constitutes 16 percent of
the budget.

Let us ask the question, is this where
the problem arises, in this segment
called domestic non-homeland discre-
tionary spending? This is what has
happened over the last three fiscal
years to that particular account: $383
billion in 2002, $382 billion in 2003, $383
billion in 2004. The problem does not
arise here. But this is where they go
for a solution. On the other hand, look
what the solution is. The President
proposes to take domestic non-home-
land security resources down to $376 in
2005. That is a reduction of $7 billion.
Actually it is hard to do but in truth,
we have got a deficit this year of be-
tween $400 billion and $500 billion, you
have only dented the problem once you
have done it.

This is where the problem lies. If you
want to look at spending, which this
bill does not do, over the last 4 fiscal
years, 90 to 95 percent of the increase
in discretionary spending has occurred
in defense, homeland security and our
response to 9/11. But this bill ignores
that particular aspect of the problem.
And where is the rest of the problem?
When the Bush administration held
their tax cuts out to us and when they
were passed, they told us this is the
path that revenues will follow, between
$1 trillion and $1.1 trillion. This is
where revenues, income taxes, have ac-
tually gone over that period of time,
largely responsible to their tax cuts.

And this is what has happened to
spending generally. Spending generally
has gone up in the Bush administra-
tion. Revenues have gone down. Spend-
ing, however, is still as we can see from
this chart below the historic norm for
the last 25 years. Revenues, on the
other hand, are at an all-time low. Per-
sonal income taxes as a percentage of
GDP are at their lowest level since the
early 1950s. So revenues are low, spend-
ing is high, and this bill unfortunately
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does nothing about the problem at
hand.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT).
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, 1

want to respond to some of the things
that our colleague the gentleman from
South Carolina has just said. Much of
what he said, I do not disagree with.
But there is something I think we need
to clarify for all of the Members. Even
if we had a balanced budget last year
and this year, we would have to raise
the debt ceiling. That is something I
think it is hard for many Members and
frankly I think most Americans. They
wonder how in the world can that be. It
is kind of a complicated thing to ex-
plain but even in a very strong econ-
omy with surpluses, we would probably
have to raise the debt ceiling. The rea-
son is this. When money comes into the
Social Security trust fund, there are
only two things they can do. They can
either pay benefits or they can buy
government bonds. When they buy gov-
ernment bonds they in effect drive up
the debt. I know that is hard for people
to understand, so yes, we are going to
have to raise the debt ceiling, but even
if we were balancing the budget we
would have to do that.

I would also like to at least remind
Members that things did change a lot
in this country on September 11, 2001. I
think we all know that. We all have to
be cognizant of that and it has changed
the priorities of how we spend money.
Is that an excuse to allow other Fed-
eral spending to be going up? No. And
have we been a little too profligate
with the Defense Department and
homeland security? My opinion would
be yes. We have allowed our emotions
to get the better of us and we have just
said, we will spend more money and
maybe we will be safer. I am not sure
that is the answer. I am not sure that
having 50 guards at every airport en-
trance makes us all that much safer
and that is an argument and a debate
we should have.

The debate today is how much are we
going to allow Federal spending to go
up, and is there really a good reason to
allow the Federal budget to grow at a
rate twice the rate of the average fam-
ily budget?

The numbers we were talking about,
from 1995 until 2000, the Federal budget
went up at an average rate of about 3.2
percent. Since that time, we have al-
lowed the Federal budget to grow at a
rate of 6.4 percent. That assumes that
we will enforce the numbers that we
passed in this year’s House budget res-
olution and that is really what we are
debating today; that is, it is one thing
to pass a budget, it is another thing to
make certain that we enforce the budg-
et.

There will be two great issues we are
going to discuss today that I think are
important. First of all, are we going to
enforce the budgets that we pass here
in the House of Representatives? We
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are the keepers of the public purse. I
think we ought to enforce that budget.
The second thing we are going to de-
bate today is changing the process by
which we derive a budget. The process
today all leans towards more spending.
In fact, I think the Wall Street Journal
did a beautiful editorial last week
which really underscored that point.
Everything we do here, and frankly
that is what we do, is we spend the
public’s money, but all of the rules
today tend to make it easier to spend
more money. What we want to do is
level the rules so that at least we have
a counterbalance to all of that pressure
to spend more money.

I might just say this. We all have dif-
ferent reasons, and some say it is the
tax cuts, but I would remind people
that we cut taxes in almost every year
during the 1990s, and we did it under
PAYGO and spending cap rules. It can
be done. We just have to find offsets for
those. And we did. In fact, most of the
supplemental spending bills that we
passed we found offsets for those. It
can be done. It means making some
tough choices, but I always remind my
colleagues, our constituents did not
send us here just to make the easy
choices. They sent us here to make
tough choices. We are going to make
some tough choices today in terms of
whether we really mean what we say
about holding the line on Federal
spending and whether or not we are
going to level the playing field in
terms of the rules by which we make
our budgets. This is an important de-
bate.

The debate about raising the debt
ceiling is clearly an important debate,
but I think we have to be clear. Even if
we had a balanced budget, because of
the surpluses coming in in the Social
Security trust fund, we would still
have to raise the debt ceiling.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor very disappointed be-
cause once again the majority has cho-
sen not to allow the Blue Dogs to have
our amendment considered. I would
like to ask the gentleman from Wash-
ington, why did his committee allow 19
amendments, most of which should be
offered by the minority party, but are
being offered by the majority party?
Why did he not allow the Blue Dogs to
have 5 minutes, 10 minutes, a simple up
and down vote on our proposal?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding. As the gentleman knows, I
would respond to my friend from
Texas, our committee has to make a
lot of difficult decisions sometimes
with the number of amendments that
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are brought in. Sometimes we have to
make choices that are going to dis-
appoint some Members. My friend from
Texas has been here, and I confess that
maybe he has been disappointed more
than once.

Mr. STENHOLM. I take back my
time from the gentleman. I appreciate
the honesty in which he comes forward
and with a straight face attempts to
say why they denied us a chance. They
can find time for 19 amendments, most
of which are a joke. The rhetoric
sounds good. The gentleman from Min-
nesota just spoke, there is a lot he and
I can work together on. What we of-
fered in our amendment is a chance to
work together on something, but we
are constantly denied and why? Be-
cause if they allowed our amendment
on the floor, there is bipartisan support
for it and it might have a chance to
pass.

Any resemblance to democracy in
this House is purely coincidental with
the running of it by the current leader-
ship in the House. Purely coincidental.
I ask my colleague why they denied
our amendment but allowed 19 others.
We heard the answer.

The rule before us presents us with a
false choice. Let me remind everyone,
Republicans control the House, Repub-
licans control the Senate, Republicans
control the White House. The only
thing Republicans cannot control is
spending. Spending has gone up more
in the last 3 years than in the previous
8. And when you talk about spending, I
have been here 25 years. Spending has
gone down by one-half of 1 percent as a
percent of gross domestic product since
I was elected in 1978. Revenue has gone
down by 5 percent. That creates the
deficits. I agree with the gentleman
who just spoke a moment ago. Raising
the debt ceiling would have to be done.
But we should never raise it without
putting a change in the manner in
which our economic program is work-
ing that will just continue to have the
debt ceiling going on as far as the eye
can see. That makes no sense.

Some of us would like to work with
you but we are constantly denied the
opportunity to come before this body
and have a vote. What we asked for is
pay as you go that applies to both
spending and to revenue. If you are
going to spend more, you have got to
cut someplace else. We agree with the
President, President George W. Bush’s
spending limits for 2 years. We agree.
There is no argument on spending. But
there is an argument on deficits. And
with all due respect, if you want to cut
taxes, you have got to cut spending. Do
not just talk about it. Do not just come
and make the speeches we are going to
hear all day today about how tough we
are going to be on spending. You are in
the majority. Anybody offering some of
those amendments you are offering,
you ought to be doing it. Nobody is
keeping you from doing it. You have
got the votes. You can do anything you
want if you have got the votes. But
what do you do?
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You bring 19 amendments to the floor
that you used to offer when you were in
the minority party, and I agreed with
you. I agreed with you on many of
those. But now you are in the majority
and I disagree with the manner in
which you are running this House. But
that is a right of the majority. All we
asked for is a chance to have our idea
debated and through the wisdom of, oh,
well, you are going to disappoint some
from time to time, there are folks on
your side that agree with us and you
deny them the right to vote with us.
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That is shameful. Applying pay-as-
you-go rules to tax cuts does not pre-
vent Congress from cutting taxes, and
do not say that over here. You know it
is not true. It makes great sense, pleas-
es a lot of folks, I suppose. But all it
says is if we are going to reduce our
revenues, we need to reduce spending
by the same amount. Do it. Do not just
come to this floor and spend 12 hours
debating some of the silliest amend-
ments that we could have if you are se-
rious about doing something. If we
really want to do it, let us do it like we
did in 1990, like we did in 1997, when we
had bipartisan support for doing some-
thing about the deficit.

The hand is still here on this side. I
wish somebody over there would take
it just once before this year is over.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

And I would like to say to the last
speaker the hand was reached out on
an amendment and the last speaker
took the hand and that is why he and
I have an amendment on the floor
today on a very important item. So
while all the minority’s amendments
were not made in order, there are a
couple of amendments that were bipar-
tisan that he and I have. And I hope
that he does not count among the silly
amendments the one that he and I
have.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s yielding, and
I appreciate that fact, and I do not con-
sider all of the amendments silly. I
consider some of them very silly, but
the one that I am agreeing with him on
I do not consider silly.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I appreciate the
clarification.

Mr. Speaker, let me frame what this
is all about. What are we doing here
today? What we are trying to accom-
plish here today is to clean up this
silly budget process we have here in
Washington. All of us have different
ideas on how to fix this system.
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There are some differences in phi-
losophies. We heard the gentleman
talking about the PAYGO, their
version of PAYGO, our version of
PAYGO, that the basis of that philo-
sophical difference is we do not believe
fiscal discipline in Washington should
come from tax increases. We believe
fiscal discipline in Washington should
come from spending cuts. And when we
have the PAYGO system, much like
what we have had in the past, history
already shows that it puts a bias in the
law for tax increases, not spending
cuts.

So what we want to accomplish, be-
cause we believe this, we want the dis-
cipline, we want the inertia, we want
the pressure to be on controlling spend-
ing, not raising taxes. There is the big
philosophy difference.

But going down the road of the sys-
tem we have here in Washington, Mr.
Speaker, I would argue that we have
this thing in place since 1974; and since
1974, Washington has had a horrible
record of getting its handle on our
budgets, when Republicans ran things
and when Democrats ran things. For a
while in the 1990s, we did a pretty good
job, but since then we have not; and I
would argue that.

We are doing well in many years, but
when we look at a system, for example,
that allows some appropriations to
come to the floor, say, adding $50 mil-
lion for a rain forest museum in
Coraville, Iowa, and if we want to come
to this floor and pass an amendment so
that we can do so on behalf of our tax-
payer constituents to say I do not
think we should pay $50 million for a
rain forest museum in Coraville, Iowa,
I have an amendment to strike that
proposal. We could pass that amend-
ment. But by the rules of this institu-
tion from the 1974 Budget Act, that $50
million would have to be re-spent
somewhere else in the Federal Govern-
ment. It could not be saved. That is ri-
diculous. That is just one example of
how crazy this budget system is that
we have today.

Another crazy example of these rules
is when we pass budgets, and we really
work hard on passing these budget res-
olutions, as soon as we pass these budg-
et resolutions, they amount to nothing
more than mere guidelines. They are
not actual, enforceable budgets. They
do not take the force of law.

What we propose today, through an
amendment and through a couple of
substitutes, is that when we actually
pass a budget here, it means some-
thing. We stick to it. We enforce it. It
is honest. It is going to work. It is
going to happen. That is not what hap-
pens today.

So we want to have a budget process
that is done at the beginning of the
budget process where the President
signs it into law, and because the budg-
et becomes law, it therefore is enforce-
able so that we can make sure we stick
to the budget, that we plan the fi-
nances of this country so that we can
factor in all the things we need to
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think about: the level of taxation, the
level of debt, the deficits, getting ready
for the baby boomer retirement, all of
those things so that when we actually
pass a budget, it works and it is en-
forceable. These are not really crazy
ideas. These are commonsense ideas to
bring common sense to a budget sys-
tem that is broken.

I would challenge anyone to come to
the floor and argue on behalf of this
current budget system to say that this
is the epitome of common sense, that
this thing works right as it should. We
have not changed this system since
1974. It is high time we changed it. We
are going to have a lot of amendments
to try to do that. We are going to have
some big substitute votes on big bills
to do that. This is the product of a col-
laborative work. It is a product of
Democrats and Republicans. It is a
product that needs to come to this
floor. It is a product that needs to pass
into law so that we bring common
sense back to our budget process.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL).

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Rochester for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) and the Democratic sub-
stitute.

It would have made incredible com-
mon sense to deal with the budget re-
form before voting on the budget. But
that kind of common sense regularly
escapes the majority, and that is why
there has been a 4-month impasse on
their budget between the two Cham-
bers, their party.

The truth is this Congress has been
on a recess on dealing with the crisis
that is facing the American people for
the last year dealing with health care
costs, college costs, and retirement
savings problems. You are scared to be
honest with the American people about
the fact that you have been on a recess.
But given how they feel about this
Congress and given the fact that they
have given you a failing grade so far,
none of these Hail Mary passes is going
to confuse them about where you are
and what you have done in addressing
their health care crisis, their college
education crisis, and their savings cri-
sis.

This bill ignores the advice of Chair-
man Greenspan, who said it would be a
grave mistake to let go of the PAYGO
budget rules. This bill even ignores the
advice of the gentleman from Iowa,
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, who said just 2 years ago the
PAYGO rules contributed to obtaining
the deficits. The chairman voted for
those rules in 1997. That vote ensured
that we made choices, lived within our
means, and were accountable for what
we do. Maybe with maturity over the
last 2 years, he has decided to change
his view on that. It is possible. Or
maybe like the rest of us, he got the
disease that is rampant in Washington
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where one is firm in one’s opinions, but
very flexible on one’s principles. That
is a possibility too.

The 1990s were good economic times.
We created 22 million jobs, raised in-
come for all levels, had more access for
the uninsured to health care. College
was more accessible to more Ameri-
cans, and savings were up. We balanced
the budget and accumulated surpluses
reaching nearly $300 billion. And what
we did not do was say that every tax
cut is good or every tax cut is bad. We
made choices. We made choices on
spending.

In the 1993 budget, we cut taxes for
the middle class, and we also reduced
spending. In 1997 we cut taxes for peo-
ple earning $100,000 and, yes, gave them
the first-ever $500-per-child tax cut.
And we made choices by investing in
children’s health care, investing in the
environment, investing in Medicaid,
and also investing in people’s retire-
ment and strengthening our Social Se-
curity system.

But your economic plan has led to $3
trillion in additional debt, an annual
budget deficit of $500 billion, 44 million
Americans without health insurance, 2
million more middle-class families who
have moved from the middle class to
poverty, and the highest rate of fore-
closures in the last 3 years on personal
bankruptcy. You have turned your
back on what worked in the 1990s.

And let me add one additional point.
The majority party in the 1990 budget
did not vote for it. It took Democratic
votes that put us on the path to fiscal
discipline. The majority party in 1993
contributed not a single vote that built
on the 1990 agreement that also re-
duced the deficit and put us on the
path to a balanced budget. You did not
become a player in deficit discipline
until 1997 with that agreement, which
was the last yard.

So let us not rewrite history here.
Some of us do not have a foggy mem-
ory of what happened in the 1990 agree-
ment, the 1993 agreement. We made
choices and difficult choices, and some
sat on the sidelines and were really
good critics.

Mr. Speaker, this so-called budget
process bill says hands off when it
comes to making the tough choices,
and it says that we do not have the po-
litical courage to make those choices.

We must make choices when it comes
to tax cuts and spending and be honest
with the American people, but it takes
both to deal with putting our fiscal
house back in order.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et and also a leader on budget reform.

(Mr. HENSARLING asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I think this is an incredibly impor-
tant debate that this House needs to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

have today. Not only is it a critically
important debate to have; but, frankly,
it reduces itself down to a very simple
debate to have. Simple perhaps, not
easy.

The simple proposition is this: Do we
believe there should be any limit to
government? It is a very simple propo-
sition. Do we believe that there should
be any limit to government whatso-
ever?

Many in this body do not believe it.
Many do, however. Many know the
struggles and challenges that families
face. Some of us believe that it is time
to protect the family budget from the
Federal budget.

Since I have been alive, the Federal
budget has grown seven times faster
than the family budget when measured
by median worker income. Seven times
faster. I believe that is an
unsustainable and unconscionable
growth rate.

The government is now spending over
$20,000 per American household for only
the fourth time in the entire history of
our Nation and for the first time since
World War II. That figure is up from
$16,000 per household just 5 short years
ago, just 5 short years ago. This rep-
resents the largest expansion of the
Federal Government in 50 years. At
what point do we say enough is
enough? I know the Founding Fathers
believed in limited government. The
question is do we believe in limited
government?

There is going to be a bill. There are
going to be a number of substitutes.
There are going to be a number of
amendments. But all of them are going
to reduce down to two simple propo-
sitions: Should the family budget be
protected from the Federal budget? Do
we believe in limited government? And
second of all, once we pass a budget,
will we abide by that budget? Will we
live by that budget like American fam-
ilies do each and every day? Because
we cannot have unlimited government
and unlimited opportunity.

Many of us believe strongly that we
must have unlimited opportunity. It
would be wonderful if all of this gov-
ernment spending magically turned
into love and happiness and Kindness;
and, indeed, there is much great work
done by the Federal Government. But,
indeed, there is also much waste and
much fraud and much abuse and much
duplication. And I fear until we limit,
limit, the growth of government, that
this body will not take the steps nec-
essary to protect the family budget
from the Federal budget and root this
out.

Up until recently, Medicare would
routinely pay three, four, five times as
much for a wheelchair as the VA did
and had for years. Why? Because one
would competitively bid and the other
would not. The Department of the Inte-
rior maintains approximately 31,000
Web sites, almost one for every two
employees. Does this meet the reason-
ableness test? I do not believe so.

In the last year of the Clinton admin-
istration, HUD spent over 10 percent of
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their budget, $3 billion, paying out pay-
ments to people who did not even qual-
ify for the program. We spent over
$800,000 for one toilet in one national
park, and it did not even work.

My point is we are just scratching
the surface here. When we begin to
look at the 10,000 Federal programs
spread across 500, 600 government agen-
cies, we discover that they routinely
waste 5, 10, 15, perhaps 20, percent of
their taxpayer-funded budgets and have
for years.

This money is not free. It is not ours.
It belongs to the families of America.
And when we take it away from their
kitchen tables to fund our programs,
what are we taking away from them?
Maybe the opportunity for them to buy
a computer, a home computer, to fur-
ther the education of their children.
Maybe it is that first downpayment on
a home. Maybe it is a couple months of
child care.

We must limit the size, the scope, the
power, and the expense of the Federal
Government. And this is what this leg-
islation is all about. So no matter how
many different ways people try to ob-
fuscate it and try to make it confusing
and cumbersome, it boils down to one
simple proposition: Do we believe in
limited government, or do we not be-
lieve in limited government? And that
is why we need this rule for this very
critical debate to go forward.

I know, from listening to the debate
on the other side, what we will hear all
day. We will hear about Draconian cuts
in the budget. As I read the legislation,
government is still going to grow under
every single amendment. Government
will still grow. All we are saying is
that maybe, just maybe, the govern-
ment budget should not grow faster
than the family budget.

And we hear so much about how tax
relief is causing these massive deficits.
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Well, it is interesting, when we actu-
ally look at the numbers, and last
year’s budget, which was a 10-year
budget, we had almost $27 trillion of
spending compared to $350 billion of
tax relief. Now, if we buy into the op-
position’s argument, that tax relief
represents a government expenditure,
if we do the math, we figure out that
the tax relief is roughly 1.5 percent of
the spending. We could take it all the
way and make no dent in the challenge
whatsoever.

I continue to be perplexed why people
who talk so much about their concern
for the deficit will focus all of their
rhetoric on 1 percent of the challenge
and ignore 99 percent of the challenge,
which is on the spending side. And, by
the way, tax relief is proven to be part
of the solution and not part of the
problem.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH).

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.
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If the American people want to buy
more of what we just heard, they are
going to get a chance in November. But
if they want to really think about the
fiscal future of this country, then
think about how we have moved from
hundreds of billions of surpluses to
hundreds of billions of deficits. Think
about what Treasury Secretary O’Neill
said in his book when he raised the
concern about this deficit spending by
the majority and by the Republican
party.

He said that Vice President CHENEY
said, oh, do not worry about deficits. It
did not hamper Reagan, when we quad-
rupled the national debt. Now we are
raising the debt limit 3 times, up to $8
trillion, so that our children and our
grandchildren will have to pay for the
cost of our expenditures.

And he said well, we do not want to
have PAYGO affect tax cuts, we just
want it on the spending side because it
is philosophical. Well, it was philo-
sophical about whether the earth was
flat or not, or round. The facts are
stubborn things, Reagan said, and I re-
member that. Because when we think
about the real facts: 44 million Ameri-
cans without health insurance, mil-
lions without jobs, a 50-year high on
mortgage foreclosures, an historic high
the third year in a row on personal
bankruptcies.

This majority has controlled spend-
ing and tax cuts for the last 10 years.
They come on the floor and want to
blame it on what they affectionately
refer to as ‘‘the other side.”” Where is
the willingness to be accountable, to
take responsibility for their own ac-
tions?

The majority has decided to take this
country on a course of fiscal irrespon-
sibility. What we need to really think
about now is whether we want to con-
tinue to go in that direction, whether
we want to continue to have future
generations having to pay for the
choices we are making today, or
whether we are prepared to pay for our
own choices.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER).

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I come
over here with a degree of sadness, be-
cause the rule prohibits the consider-
ation of the Blue Dog substitute on
budget enforcement.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) made a speech a while ago that
I could not say any better about why
the Blue Dog budget enforcement
ought to be passed. My other young
friend talked about spending. If we
want to talk about wasteful spending,
let me just talk about it for a second.

In July of 2002, the debt ceiling in
this country was raised $450 billion. On
Memorial Day weekend last year, it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

was raised another $980 billion. The
other night in the defense bill, we had
to raise it again, $650-plus. In the last
3 years, the debt of this country, the
debt ceiling has been raised over $2
trillion. At 5 percent interest, what we
have done following this economic
game plan is raise taxes $100 billion a
year every year, and my Republican
colleagues want to talk about wasteful
spending. I can think of nothing more
wasteful than interest, because we get
no health care, no military, no edu-
cation, no nothing.

But it is even worse than that. Years
ago, when we heard about the GDP,
percentage of GDP and the deficit, they
said, do not worry about it. Do my col-
leagues know who was buying our debt
then? Americans. Do my colleagues
know who is financing our debt now?
Seventy percent of our debt last year
was financed by foreign interests.

I am telling all of my colleagues,
sooner or later, the hocking of this
country to anybody in the world that
will buy our paper is going to, if it is
not already, become a national secu-
rity issue. We are going to not only do
a generational mugging on our children
and grandchildren by what we are
doing here now, but we are going to put
future policymakers in a position
where there will be leverage on them
by foreign powers who do not see the
world the same way the United States
does in such a way that it is going to
be a national security problem for
them.

I can think of no other better way to
control spending than to apply PAYGO
to tax cuts. Do my colleagues know
why? Because then, when we cut taxes,
we have to cut spending. Now, we cut
taxes, and I voted for some of them,
but we did not cut spending. Spending
keeps going up. If we are really serious
about cutting spending, apply pay-go
to both. Then we will have to cut
spending when we cut taxes, and that is
what the Blue Dog budget enforcement
has in it. Without that, all we are hear-
ing is rhetoric, rhetoric, rhetoric.

It has not worked. It will not work.
And I tell my colleagues, when the
American people find out what is going
on here, I think they are going to be
not only disappointed, but appalled.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT).
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I

would like to respond to some of the
things that were just said.

First of all, I happen to believe that
PAYGO rules ought to apply to tax
cuts, too. But this is all about the poli-
tics of the possible, and we cannot get
that done this year. So we can take
this step this year, this day to begin to
constrain Federal spending.

Let me also respond to something
else. Our friends on the left cannot
have it both ways. They cannot say,
well, we need to invest in this program
and that program and this program for
people, and if we put more money into
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education, the argument is we will get
it back ten-fold, but we do not want to
pay any interest on that money. We
cannot have it both ways. Fifty-five
percent of what we will spend this year
will be for what are called entitlement
programs, and many of those entitle-
ment programs were sold as invest-
ments in people. Now we are being told,
but we get no return on that invest-
ment. This is just an expenditure, and
it is lost forever.

So as we debate this, I know that
people are going to come at this from
different perspectives, but let us try to
at least be honest with ourselves. We
have a system right now, and the rules
and the way the system works encour-
ages more and more spending.

The debate today simply is about
this: are we going to enforce the budg-
ets that we pass here in the House and
are we going to change the rules to
give the taxpayers an even break? That
is what the debate is about today. We
can debate all of those other issues
some other day. But we need support
on both sides of the aisle to make cer-
tain that the American people under-
stand that we are going to enforce the
budgets we pass in the House.

We are the Kkeepers of the public
purse. We are going to enforce those
budgets, and we are going to begin to
amend the rules to make it more dif-
ficult to spend more than we take in.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, back
in 1990, Congress instituted the pay-as-
you-go rules with bipartisan support,
including the support of the first Presi-
dent Bush. However, those rules were
based on the principle that if you are
digging yourself deeper into a hole, the
first thing you do is stop digging. And
the 1990 rules which required that both
mandatory spending increases and tax
cuts be offset helped keep the deficit
hole from getting deeper, and eventu-
ally helped produce record budget sur-
pluses.

Unfortunately, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle evidently have
completely forgotten this sound con-
cept. The Republican bill we debate
here today is a deeply flawed and inef-
fective version of the earlier pay-as-
you-go requirements. Specifically, this
legislation 1lets the Congress Kkeep
digging deeper to make the deficit big-
ger. By covering only mandatory
spending, tax cuts would not have to be
paid for, and entitlement increases
would ultimately have to be paid for by
cutting other entitlements. That is So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.
In essence, this is the way in which
they mask the dismantling of entitle-
ment priorities.
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In addition, the measured spending
caps would be set at unrealistically low
levels, which would lead either to dev-
astating cuts in domestic spending, in
education, in health care, in research,
or, to the ignoring of the caps. RECORD
deficits are not due to discretionary
spending. If we eliminated all non-
defense discretionary spending, we
would not eliminate the anticipated
fiscal year budget deficit of $478 bil-
lion, all nondefense discretionary
spending. Forget about it. Eliminate it
all. We still would not take care of the
deficit.

So since most Federal benefits for
low and middle class people are pro-
vided through entitlement programs,
and most government subsidies for
high-income individuals and corpora-
tions are in the Tax Code, this measure
would then turn the policy practice on
its head in favor of the affluent and
against the low and middle income
families of this country.

The bill was designed so that the new
spending caps would be set at discre-
tionary spending levels contained in
the conference report on the budget
resolution, which calls for cutting do-
mestic discretionary programs outside
of homeland security by $77 billion
over the next b years.

Unlike the caps imposed in the 1990s,
the new caps require much deeper cuts
and would not be part of a balanced
deficit reduction package that puts
every part of the budget, every part of
the budget on the table and calls for
shared sacrifice.

Finally, on this rule, Republicans
clearly are afraid of the views ex-
pressed on this side of the aisle that ev-
erything must be on the table when
there are 19 amendments and 17 are Re-
publican, and leading democratic
voices who are known in this Congress
are not given the opportunity to
present on these issues. It is shameful.
The rule needs to be voted down, as
does the bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I am going to vote for this rule, but I
do not support it. I do not think it is a
good rule. I want to explain in just the
couple of minutes that I have why that
is the case.

First, I think I should make it
known, especially to Members on my
side of the aisle who have heard re-
cently that I have been opposing budg-
etary caps, that that is not true. I do
not oppose caps on the budget. To the
contrary, my colleagues have heard me
here on the floor many times saying
that I need a budget. I cannot help it
that the budget committees cannot get
together and give us a real budget, but
I need a budget to have discipline in
the committee when there are amend-
ments on the floor to raise spending by
billions of dollars. So I need a budget
with a budget cap.
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However, I will not support statutory
budget caps. This rule provides for a
bill that provides for statutory budget
caps. The reason I will not support
statutory budget caps is very simple. It
goes beyond politics, it goes beyond the
House and the Senate. It is the Con-
stitution of the United States that has
established checks and balances by sep-
aration of powers. The budget process
is the responsibility and the jurisdic-
tion of the Congress of the United
States. Statutory budget caps put the
executive branch into the mix. We
would be hearing from OMB on a daily
basis that they cannot accept this or
they cannot accept that; that you are
going to have to do it our way, or we
will not sign the bill. That is what
statutory budget caps are going to do
to this process.

The current process is already un-
workable. We need real budget process
reform, but we need budget process re-
form that is going to work. And the
budget process that we are working
under today does not work.
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We do not have a budget, and that is
an example that the current process
does not work. But let me say this:
when we have had a real budget resolu-
tion, the Committee on Appropriations
stays within their cap. Discretionary
spending has not exceeded the budget
caps since this gentleman has been
chairman of the committee.

Where Congress ought to be looking
is mandatory programs, because man-
datory spending, which is basically
two-thirds of all government spending,
is the spending that runs us deeper into
debt every year.

So I do not think the bill that this
rule provides consideration for is a
good bill. And I do not intend to sup-
port the bill. But I am going to vote for
this rule, although I do not really
agree with what it does. But in order to
get the bill on the floor so the House
can work its will, I will vote for the
rule, but not for this bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote
no’’ on the previous question. If the
previous question is defeated, I will
offer an amendment to the rule that
will allow the House to vote on an im-
portant substitute amendment that
was not allowed under the rule.

This substitute by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON), the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HiLL), the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE), and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER) would reinstate
for 2 years the provisions of the Budget
Enforcement Act.

It also provides for pay-as-you-go
rules for legislation that increases the
deficit, sets discretionary spending
limits, and calls for a separate vote to
consider legislation that would in-
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crease those discretionary spending
limits or waive the PAYGO require-
ment.

It is certainly worthy of discussion
and a vote in this debate on the House
budget process. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican leadership blocked this
amendment, and it was voted down in
the Committee on Rules early this
morning on a straight party-line vote.

When asked why so few or no Demo-
crat amendments were allowed, the
Chair of the Committee on Rules said,
Because we are the majority.

Mr. Speaker, there are few Members
in this House who have worked as hard
and long to improve the budget process
and control the deficit, as has the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM);
yet he was denied an opportunity after
his thoughtful and responsible sub-
stitute. Three Republican substitutes
were made in order under the rule and
15 other amendments, but the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) was arbitrarily denied.

It seems that every time we get on
the floor to do a rule, the other side
talks about how fair and balanced their
rule is. Well, there is nothing fair and
balanced about shutting out of the
budget reform debate one of the
House’s experts on this matter. If one
does not support the Stenholm sub-
stitute, one does not have to vote for
it, but at least let it come before the
House for a debate in an up-or-down
vote.

I urge Members on both sides of the
aisle to vote ‘‘no” on the previous
question. Let me make it clear that a
“no”” vote will not stop the House from
taking up the Spending Control Act
and will not prevent any of the amend-
ments made in order by the rule from
being offered. However, a ‘‘yes’ vote
will preclude the House from consider-
ation of the Stenholm substitute, a
substitute that would add greatly to
this process.

So do the right thing, please vote
no” on the previous question. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
insert the text of the amendment into
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker,
again, vote ‘‘no” on the previous ques-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious issue,
and it is one that needs to be debated
as we can see by the debate that we
have had here simply on the rule. We
expect a more vigorous debate as the
issues are presented and as amend-
ments are offered.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
the previous question.
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The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:

PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 692—RULE ON

H.R. 4663 SPENDING CONTROL ACT OF 2004

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

““SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution the amendment speci-
fied in section 3 shall be in order as though
printed after the amendment numbered 17 in
the report of the Committee on Rules if of-
fered by Representative Stenholm of Texas
or a designee. That amendment shall be de-
batable for 60 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

““SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3973, AS REPORTED

OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM OF TEXAS, MR.
MATHESON OF UTAH, MR. THOMPSON OF
CALIFORNIA, MR. HILL OF INDIANA, MR.
MOORE OF KANSAS, OR MR. TANNER OF TEN-
NESSEE

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Living With-
in Our Means Act of 2004°.

TITLE I—REINSTATING AND STRENGTH-
ENING BUDGET ENFORCEMENT
SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF THE DISCRETIONARY
SPENDING CAPS.

(a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.—(1)
Section 251(c)(2) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by inserting a dash after <2005, by
redesignating the remaining portion of such
paragraph as subparagraph (D) and by mov-
ing it two ems to the right, and by inserting
after the dash the following new subpara-
graphs:

‘““(A) for the general purpose discretionary
category: $819,697,000,000 in new budget au-
thority and $862,247,000,000 in outlays;

“(B) for the highway category:
$30,585,000,000 in outlays; and
‘“(C) for the mass transit category:

$1,554,000,000 in new budget authority and
$6,787,000,000 in outlays; and”’.

(2) Section 251(c)(3) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by inserting a dash after ‘‘2006”°, by
redesignating the remaining portion of such
paragraph as subparagraph (D) and by mov-
ing it two ems to the right, and by inserting
after the dash the following new subpara-
graphs:

‘“(A) for the general purpose discretionary
category: $837,271,000,000 in new budget au-
thority and $853,170,000,000 in outlays;

“(B) for the highway category:
$33,271,000,000 in outlays; and
‘“(C) for the mass transit category:

$1,671,000,000 in new budget authority and
$7,585,000,000 in outlays; and”’.

(b) ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) Section
261 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by in-
serting at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘(d) ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS.—In fiscal
years 2005 through 2009, the total amount of
discretionary advance appropriations pro-
vided in appropriation Acts shall not exceed
$23,158,000. Any amount enacted in excess of
such amount shall be counted against the
discretionary spending limits for the fiscal
year for which the appropriation Act con-
taining the advance appropriation is en-
acted.”.

(2) Section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:
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‘“(20) The term ‘advance appropriation’ re-
fers to the following budget accounts or por-
tions thereof that become available one fis-
cal year or more beyond the fiscal year for
which the appropriation Act making such
funds available is enacted:

““(A) 89-5428-0-2-0271 (Elk Hills);

“(B) 16-0174-1-504 (Training and Employ-
ment Services);

“(C) 91-0900-01-501 (Education for the Dis-
advantaged);

‘(D) 91-1000-01-501 (School Improvement);

“(E) 75-1536-0-1-506 (Children and Family
Services (Head Start));

“(F) 91-0300-0-1-501 (Special Education);

“(G) 91-0400-0-1-501 (Vocational and Adult
Education);

‘‘(H) 18-1001-0-1-372 (Payment to the Postal
Service Fund); or

“(I) 86-0319-0-1-604 (Housing Certificate
Fund (Section 8 Renewal).”’.

(c) EXPIRATION.—Section 275 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900 note) is amended by
striking subsection (b).

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 250(c)(4) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by—

(A) striking ‘‘the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century and the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2003 and
inserting ‘‘the Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users’’; and

(B) inserting before the period at the end
the following new clauses:

“(v) 69-8158-0-7-401 (Motor Carrier Safety
Grants).

““(vi) 69-8159-0-7-401 (Motor Carrier Safety
Operations and Programs).’’;

(2) in subparagraph (C), by—

(A) inserting ‘‘(and successor accounts)’”’
after ‘‘budget accounts’; and

(B) striking ‘‘the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century and the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2003 or for
which appropriations are provided pursuant
to authorizations contained in those Acts
(except that appropriations provided pursu-
ant to section 5338(h) of title 49, United
States Code, as amended by the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century, shall
not be included in this category)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users or for which appropriations are
provided pursuant to authorizations con-
tained in that Act’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking
‘‘section 8103 of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 8103 of the Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users’.

SEC. 102. ADJUSTMENTS TO ALIGN HIGHWAY
SPENDING WITH REVENUES.

Subparagraphs (B) through (E) of section
2561(b)(1) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 are amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(B) ADJUSTMENT TO ALIGN HIGHWAY SPEND-
ING WITH REVENUES.—(i) When the President
submits the budget under section 1105 of title
31, United States Code, OMB shall calculate
and the budget shall make adjustments to
the highway category for the budget year
and each outyear as provided in clause
1D (ce).

‘“(ii)(I)(aa) OMB shall take the actual level
of highway receipts for the year before the
current year and subtract the sum of the es-
timated level of highway receipts in sub-
clause (II) plus any amount previously cal-
culated under item (bb) for that year.

(bb) OMB shall take the current estimate
of highway receipts for the current year and
subtract the estimated level of receipts for
that year.

‘“(cc) OMB shall add one-half of the sum of
the amount calculated under items (aa) and
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(bb) to the obligation limitations set forth in
the section 8103 of the Transportation Equity
Act: A Legacy for Users and, using current
estimates, calculate the outlay change re-
sulting from the change in obligations for
the budget year and the first outyear and the
outlays flowing therefrom through subse-
quent fiscal years. After making the calcula-
tions under the preceding sentence, OMB
shall adjust the amount of obligations set
forth in that section for the budget year and
the first outyear by adding one-half of the
sum of the amount calculated under items
(aa) and (bb) to each such year.

““(IT) The estimated level of highway re-
ceipts for the purposes of this clause are—

‘‘(aa) for fiscal year 2004, $30,572,000,000;

““(bb) for fiscal year 2005, $34,260,000,000;

“‘(ce) for fiscal year 2006, $35,586,000,000;

¢(dd) for fiscal year 2007, $36,570,000,000;

‘‘(ee) for fiscal year 2008, $37,603,000,000; and

“(ff) for fiscal year 2009, $38,651,000,000.

‘(III) In this clause, the term ‘highway re-
ceipts’ means the governmental receipts
credited to the highway account of the High-
way Trust Fund.

“(C) In addition to the adjustment required
by subparagraph (B), when the President
submits the budget under section 1105 of title
31, United States Code, for fiscal year 2006,
2007, 2008, or 2009, OMB shall calculate and
the budget shall include for the budget year
and each outyear an adjustment to the lim-
its on outlays for the highway category and
the mass transit category equal to—

‘‘(i) the outlays for the applicable category
calculated assuming obligation levels con-
sistent with the estimates prepared pursuant
to subparagraph (D), as adjusted, using cur-
rent technical assumptions; minus

‘(ii) the outlays for the applicable cat-
egory set forth in the subparagraph (D) esti-
mates, as adjusted.

“(D)d) When OMB and CBO submit their
final sequester report for fiscal year 2004,
that report shall include an estimate of the
outlays for each of the categories that would
result in fiscal years 2005 through 2009 from
obligations at the levels specified in section
8103 of the Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users using current assumptions.

‘‘(ii) When the President submits the budg-
et under section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, for fiscal year 2006, 2007, 2008, or
2009, OMB shall adjust the estimates made in
clause (i) by the adjustments by subpara-
graphs (B) and (C).

‘“‘(E) OMB shall consult with the Commit-
tees on the Budget and include a report on
adjustments under subparagraphs (B) and (C)
in the preview report.”.

SEC. 103. LEVEL OF OBLIGATION LIMITATIONS.

(a) HIGHWAY CATEGORY.—For the purposes
of section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the
level of obligation limitations for the high-
way category is—

(1) for fiscal year 2004, $34,309,000,000;

(2) for fiscal year 2005, $35,671,000,000;

(3) for fiscal year 2006, $36,719,000,000;

(4) for fiscal year 2007, $37,800,000,000;

(5) for fiscal year 2008, $38,913,000,000; and

(6) for fiscal year 2009, $40,061,000,000.

(b) MASS TRANSIT CATEGORY.—For the pur-
poses of section 251(b) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, the level of obligation limitations for
the mass transit category is—

(1) for fiscal year 2004, $7,266,000,000;

(2) for fiscal year 2005, $7,750,000,000;

(3) for fiscal year 2006, $8,266,000,000;

(4) for fiscal year 2007, $8,816,000,000;

() for fiscal year 2008, $9,403,000,000; and

(6) for fiscal year 2009, $10,029,000,000.

For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘“‘obligation limitations’” means the sum of
budget authority and obligation limitations.
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SEC. 104. REVENUE ADJUSTMENT.

If an amendment is designated to be used
to offset a decrease in receipts for a fiscal
year pursuant to section 316(c)(1)(D) or sec-
tion 317(c)(1)(D) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, then the applicable level of reve-
nues for such fiscal year for purposes of sec-
tion 311(a) of such Act shall be reduced by
the amount of such amendment.

SEC. 105. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO RE-
QUIREMENT.

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 252(a) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 is amended by striking 2002’ and
inserting ‘“2009”’.

(b) SEQUESTRATION.—Section 252(b)(1) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 is amended by striking
¢2002”° and inserting ‘“2009”’.

SEC. 106. REPORTS.

Subsections (¢)(2) and (f)(2)(A) of section
254 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 are amended by
striking ‘2002’ and inserting ¢‘2009°.

SEC. 107 EXPIRATION.

Section 275(b) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by striking 2002 and inserting
£2009” and by striking ‘2006’ and inserting
2013,

SEC. 108 AUTOMATIC BUDGET ENFORCEMENT
FOR MEASURES CONSIDERED ON
THE FLOOR.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:

‘“BUDGET EVASION POINTS OF ORDER

‘“SEC. 316. (a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING
CAPS.—It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives to consider any bill or
resolution (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on that bill or resolution) that
waives or suspends the enforcement of sec-
tion 251 of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 or other-
wise would alter the spending limits set
forth in that section.

“(b) PAY-AS-YOU-GOo.—It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill or resolution (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
that bill or resolution) that waives or sus-
pends the enforcement of section 252 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 or otherwise would alter
the balances of the pay-as-you-go scorecard
pursuant to that section.

‘‘(c) DIRECTED SCORING.—It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill or resolution (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
that bill or resolution) that directs the
scorekeeping of any bill or resolution.

“(d) FAR-OUTYEARS.—It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill or resolution (or
amendment, motion, or conference report on
that bill or resolution) that contains a provi-
sion providing new budget authority or
which reduces revenues which first takes ef-
fect after the first five fiscal years covered
in the most recently adopted concurrent res-
olution on the budget and would have the ef-
fect of reducing the surplus or increasing the
deficit in any fiscal year.

‘‘(e) ENFORCEMENT IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) It shall not be in order in
the House of Representatives to consider a
rule or order that waives the application of
this section.

““(2)(A) This subsection shall apply only to
the House of Representatives.

‘(B) In order to be cognizable by the Chair,
a point of order under this section must
specify the precise language on which it is
premised.

‘“(C) As disposition of points of order under
this section, the Chair shall put the question
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of consideration with respect to the propo-
sition that is the subject of the points of
order.

‘(D) A question of consideration under this
section shall be debatable for 10 minutes by
each Member initiating a point of order and
for 10 minutes by an opponent on each point
of order, but shall otherwise be decided with-
out intervening motion except one that the
House adjourn or that the Committee of the
Whole rise, as the case may be.

‘““(E) The disposition of the question of con-
sideration under this subsection with respect
to a bill or joint resolution shall be consid-
ered also to determine the question of con-
sideration under this subsection with respect
to an amendment made in order as original
text.”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 is amended by inserting after the item
for section 315 the following:

‘“‘Sec. 316. Budget evasion points of order.”.

SEC. 109. REQUIREMENTS FOR BUDGET ACT
WAIVERS IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

(a) JUSTIFICATION FOR BUDGET ACT WAIV-
ERS.—Clause 6 of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘“(h) It shall not be in order to consider any
resolution from the Committee on Rules for
the consideration of any reported bill or
joint resolution which waives section 302,
303, 311, or 401 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, unless the report accompanying
such resolution includes a description of the
provision proposed to be waived, an identi-
fication of the section being waived, the rea-
sons why such waiver should be granted, and
an estimated cost of the provisions to which
the waiver applies.”.

(b) SEPARATE VOTE TO WAIVE MAJOR BUDG-
ET ACT POINT OF ORDER.—(1) Section 905 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘“(h)(1) It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives to consider a rule or order
that waives the application of a major budg-
et act point of order as defined in paragraph

‘“(2) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘major budget point of order’ means
any point of order arising under any section
listed in section 904.

“(3)(A) In order to be cognizable by the
Chair, a point of order under the sections ref-
erenced in paragraph (2) must specify the
precise language on which it is premised.

‘“(B) As disposition of points of order under
the sections referenced in paragraph (2), the
Chair shall put the question of consideration
with respect to the proposition that is the
subject of the points of order.

“(C) A question of consideration under the
sections referenced in paragraph (2) shall be
debatable for 10 minutes by each Member
initiating a point of order and for 10 minutes
by an opponent on each point of order, but
shall otherwise be decided without inter-
vening motion except one that the House ad-
journ or that the Committee of the Whole
rise, as the case may be.

‘(D) The disposition of the question of con-
sideration under this subsection with respect
to a bill or joint resolution shall be consid-
ered also to determine the question of con-
sideration under this subsection with respect
to an amendment made in order as original
text.”.

SEC. 110. CBO SCORING OF CONFERENCE RE-
PORTS.

(a) The first sentence of section 402 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
as follows:

(1) Insert ‘‘or conference report thereon,”
before ‘“‘and submit’’.

H4907

(2) In paragraph (1), strike ‘‘bill or resolu-
tion” and insert ‘‘bill, joint resolution, or
conference report’’.

(3) At the end of paragraph (2) strike
“and”’, at the end of paragraph (3) strike the

period and insert ‘; and’, and after such
paragraph (3) add the following new para-
graph:

‘“(4) A determination of whether such bill,
joint resolution, or conference report pro-
vides direct spending.”’.

(b) The second sentence of section 402 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by inserting before the period the
following: ‘‘, or in the case of a conference
report, shall be included in the joint explana-
tory statement of managers accompanying
such conference report if timely submitted
before such report is filed”.

TITLE II—INCREASED AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY AND INFORMATION IN CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS

SEC. 201. DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST COSTS.
Section 308(a)(1) of the Congressional

Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 639(a)(1)) is

amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘“and”
after the semicolon;

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(D) containing a projection by the Con-
gressional Budget Office of the cost of the
debt servicing that would be caused by such
measure for such fiscal year (or fiscal years)
and each of the four ensuing fiscal years.”.
SEC. 202. ACCOUNTABILITY IN EMERGENCY

SPENDING.

(a) OMB EMERGENCY CRITERIA.—Section 3
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

““(11)(A) The term ‘emergency’ means a sit-
uation that—

‘(i) requires new budget authority and out-
lays (or new budget authority and the out-
lays flowing therefrom) for the prevention or
mitigation of, or response to, loss of life or
property, or a threat to national security;
and

‘“(ii) is unanticipated.

‘(B) As used in subparagraph (A), the term
‘unanticipated’ means that the situation is—

‘(i) sudden, which means quickly coming
into being or not building up over time;

‘(i) urgent, which means a pressing and
compelling need requiring immediate action;

‘‘(iii) unforeseen, which means not pre-
dicted or anticipated as an emerging need;
and

“(iv) temporary, which means not of a per-
manent duration.”.

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF GUIDELINES FOR AP-
PLICATION OF EMERGENCY DEFINITION.—Not
later than five months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the chairmen of the
Committees on the Budget (in consultation
with the President) shall, after consulting
with the chairmen of the Committees on Ap-
propriations and applicable authorizing com-
mittees of their respective Houses and the
Directors of the Congressional Budget Office
and the Office of Management and Budget,
jointly publish in the Congressional Record
guidelines for application of the definition of
emergency set forth in section 3(11) of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

(c) CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS RELATED TO
GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM.—Section
251(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:

“(I) CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS RELATED TO
GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM.—If supplemental
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appropriations for discretionary accounts
are enacted for contingency operations re-
lated to the global war on terrorism that,
pursuant to this subparagraph, the President
designates as a contingency operation re-
lated to the global war on terrorism and the
Congress so designates in statute, the adjust-
ment shall be the total of such appropria-
tions in discretionary accounts so designated
and the outlays flowing in all fiscal years
from such appropriations.”’.

(d) SEPARATE HOUSE VOTE ON EMERGENCY
DESIGNATION.—(1) Rule XXII of the Rules of
the House of Representatives is amended by
adding at the end the following new clause:

““13. In the consideration of any measure
for amendment in the Committee of the
Whole containing any emergency spending
designation, it shall always be in order un-
less specifically waived by terms of a rule
governing consideration of that measure, to
move to strike such emergency spending des-
ignation from the portion of the bill then
open to amendment.”’.

(2) The Committee on Rules shall include
in the report required by clause 1(d) of rule
XI (relating to its activities during the Con-
gress) of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives a separate item identifying all
waivers of points of order relating to emer-
gency spending designations, listed by bill or
joint resolution number and the subject mat-
ter of that measure.

(e) COMMITTEE NOTIFICATION OF EMERGENCY
LEGISLATION.—Whenever the Committee on
Appropriations or any other committee of ei-
ther House (including a committee of con-
ference) reports any bill or joint resolution
that provides budget authority for any emer-
gency, the report accompanying that bill or
joint resolution (or the joint explanatory
statement of managers in the case of a con-
ference report on any such bill or joint reso-
lution) shall identify all provisions that pro-
vide budget authority and the outlays flow-
ing therefrom for such emergency and in-
clude a statement of the reasons why such
budget authority meets the definition of an
emergency pursuant to the guidelines de-
scribed in subsection (b).

SEC. 203. APPLICATION OF BUDGET ACT POINTS
OF ORDER TO UNREPORTED LEGIS-
LATION.

(a) Section 315 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended by striking ‘‘re-
ported’ the first place it appears.

(b) Section 303(b) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘““(A)”’ and
by redesignating subparagraph (B) as para-
graph (2) and by striking the semicolon at
the end of such new paragraph (2) and insert-
ing a period; and

(2) by striking paragraph (3).

SEC. 204. BUDGET COMPLIANCE STATEMENTS.

Clause 3(d) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘“(4) A budget compliance statement pre-
pared by the chairman of the Committee on
the Budget, if timely submitted prior to the
filing of the report, which shall include as-
sessment by such chairman as to whether
the bill or joint resolution complies with the
requirements of sections 302, 303, 306, 311, and
401 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 or
any other requirements set forth in a con-
current resolution on the budget and may in-
clude the budgetary implications of that bill
or joint resolution under section 251 or 252 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as applicable.”.

SEC. 205. PROJECTIONS UNDER SECTION 257.

Section 257(c) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by inserting after paragraph (6) the
following new paragraph:
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‘(7Y EMERGENCIES.—New budgetary re-
sources designated under section 251(b)(2)(A)
or 251(b)(2)(I) shall not be assumed beyond
the fiscal year for which they have been en-
acted.”.

SEC. 206. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO THE BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY
DEFICIT CONTROL ACT OF 1985.

Part C of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended
as follows:

(1) In section 250(a), strike ‘“‘SEC. 256. GEN-
ERAL AND SPECIAL SEQUESTRATION
RULES” and insert ‘‘Sec. 256. General and
special sequestration rules” in the item re-
lating to section 256.

(2) In subparagraphs (F), (G), (H), (1), (J),
and (K) of section 250(c)(4), insert ‘‘subpara-
graph’ after ‘‘described in’’ each place it ap-
pears.

(3) In section 250(c)(18), insert ‘‘of”’ after
‘‘expenses’’.

(4) In section 251(b)(1)(A), strike ‘‘commit-
tees”’ the first place it appears and insert
“Committees”.

(5) In section 251(b)(1)(C)(i), strike ‘‘fiscal
years’’ and insert ‘‘fiscal year’’.

(6) In section 251(b)(1)(D)(ii), strike ‘‘fiscal
years’’ and insert ‘‘fiscal year’’.

(7) In section 252(b)(2)(B), insert ‘‘the’ be-
fore ‘‘budget year”.

(8) In section 252(c)(1)(C)(i), strike ‘‘para-
graph (1)’ and insert ‘‘subsection (b)”’.

(9) In section 254(c)(3)(A), strike
section’ and insert ‘‘section”.

(10) In section 254(f)(4), strike ‘‘subsection’
and insert “section” and strike
‘‘sequesterable’ and insert ‘‘sequestrable’’.

(11) In section 255(g)(1)(B), move the four-
teenth undesignated clause 2 ems to the
right.

(12) In section 255(g)(2), insert ‘‘and’ after
the semicolon at the end of the next-to-last
undesignated clause.

(13) In section 255(h)—

(A) strike ‘“‘and” after the semicolon in the
ninth undesignated clause;

(B) insert ‘“‘and’’ after the semicolon at the
end of the tenth undesignated clause; and

(C) strike the semicolon at the end and in-
sert a period.

(14) In section 256(k)(1), strike ‘‘paragraph
(5)” and insert ‘‘paragraph (6)’’.

(15) In section 257(b)(2)(A)(),
“differenes’ and insert ‘‘differences’.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The question is on order-
ing the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this matter will be post-
poned.

“‘sub-

strike

————

REVISING THE CONCURRENT RES-
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2005 AS IT APPLIES
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House of June 22,
2004, I call up the resolution (H. Res.
685) revising the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2005 as it
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applies in the House of Representa-
tives, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of House Resolution 685 is as
follows:

H. RES. 685

Resolved, That the conference report on
Senate Concurrent Resolution 95, and the ac-
companying joint explanatory statement, as
made applicable to the House by section 2 of
House Resolution 649, shall have force and ef-
fect in the House as though such conference
report and accompanying statement in-
cluded the following modifications:

(1) In section 101 (relating to recommended
levels and amounts for the budget year):

(A) In paragraph (4) (relating to the def-
icit), the amount of the deficit for fiscal year
2005 shall be reduced by $4,675,000,000.

(B) In paragraph (1) (relating to Federal
revenues), the recommended level of Federal
revenues for fiscal year 2005 shall be in-
creased by $12,285,000,000 and the amount by
which the aggregate level of Federal reve-
nues should be changed shall be increased by
$12,285,000,000.

(C) In paragraph (2) (relating to new budget
authority), the appropriate level of total new
budget authority for fiscal year 2005 shall be
increased by $14,200,000,000.

(D) In paragraph (3) (relating to budget
outlays), the appropriate level of total budg-
et outlays for fiscal year 2005 shall be in-
creased by $7,610,000,000.

(2) In section 103 (relating to major func-
tional categories):

(A) In paragraph (1) (relating to National
Defense (050)), the amount of new budget au-
thority shall be increased by $1,000,000,000
and the amount of outlays shall be increased
by $740,000,000, to improve the quality of life
and provide livable housing for military per-
sonnel and their families.

(B) In paragraph (5) (relating to Natural
Resources and Environment (300)), the
amount of new budget authority shall each
be increased by $825,000,000 and the amount
of outlays shall be increased by $550,000,000,
to provide clean water and open spaces for
future generations.

(C) In paragraph (6) (relating to Agri-
culture (350)), the amount of new budget au-
thority shall be increased by $380,000,000 and
the amount of outlays shall be increased by
$330,000,000, to inspect and secure our Na-
tion’s food supply and to improve economic
opportunities, infrastructure, and the qual-
ity of life for rural Americans.

(D) In paragraph (10) (relating to Edu-
cation, Training, Employment, and Social
Services (500)), the amount of new budget au-
thority shall be increased by $6,075,000,000
and the amount of outlays shall be increased
by $2,430,000,000, to create opportunities for
our children and young adults, and to ad-
dress the needs of low-income communities
and assist the long-term unemployed.

(E) In paragraph (11) (relating to Health
(550)), the amount of new budget authority
shall each be increased by $1,370,000,000 and
the amount of outlays shall be increased by
$530,000,000, to provide health care for chil-
dren and others in need, control infectious
diseases, foster medical research, and allevi-
ate shortages of nurses and other health pro-
fessionals .

(F) In paragraph (13) (relating to Income
Security (600)), the amounts of new budget
authority shall each be increased by
$250,000,000 and the amount of outlays shall
be increased by $170,000,000, to help States
provide energy assistance to poor and allevi-
ate the impact of refugees on State and local
communities.
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(G) In paragraph (15) (relating to Veterans
Benefits and Series (700)), the amounts of
new budget authority shall each be increased
by $1,300,000,000(for a total of $2,500,000,000
above the President’s request) and the
amount of outlays shall be increased by
$1,210,000,000, to maintain quality health care
for veterans.

(H) To improve our hometown response ca-
pabilities, strengthen our borders and meet
our security mandates, amounts of new
budget authority and outlays for fiscal year
2005 shall be further modified as follows:

(i) In paragraph (9) (relating to community
and regional development (450)), increase
new budget authority by $1,200,000,000 and
outlays by $240,000,000.

(ii) In paragraph (16) (relating to Adminis-
tration of Justice (750)), increase new budget
authority by $950,000,000 and outlays by
$830,000,000.

(iii) In paragraph (8) (relating to Transpor-
tation (400)), increase new budget authority
by $5650,000,000 and outlays by $460,000,000.

(iv) In paragraph (11) (relating to Health
(650)), increase new budget authority by
$300,000,000 and outlays by $120,000,000.

(3) On page 113 of House Report 108-498, the
section 302(a) allocation made to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations shall be adjusted
by modifying amounts in the table titled
“Allocation Spending Authority to House
Committees for Budget Year 2005-Commit-
tees on Appropriations’ as follows:

(A) By increasing the amount for ‘‘Discre-
tionary Action: General Purpose: BA” and
the amount for ‘“Total Discretionary Action
BA:” by $14,2000,000,000.

(B) By increasing the amount for ‘‘Discre-
tionary Action: General Purpose: OT” and
the amount for ‘‘After Section 313 Adjust-
ments of Discretionary OT:” shall each be
increased by $7,610,000.

(4) In section 211 (relating to reconciliation
in the House of Representatives), by insert-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

‘“‘(c) REDUCTION IN TAX CUTS FOR TAX-
PAYERS WITH INCOMES ABOVE $1,000,000.—The
Committee on Ways and Means shall also in-
clude in the reconciliation bill reported pur-
suant to subsection (a) changes in tax laws
sufficient to increase revenues by
$18,900,000,000, to be achieved by reducing or
offsetting the tax reductions received during
tax year 2005 by taxpayers with adjusted
gross income above $1,000,000 for taxpayers
filing joint returns and comparable amounts
for taxpayers with other filing statuses as a
result of the Economic Growth and Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act of 2001 and the Jobs
and Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act of 2003.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Tues-
day June 22, 2004, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI)
each will control 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong and,
frankly, enthusiastic opposition to this
resolution. But I should add I rise in
strong and enthusiastic support for its
addition to the House calendar this
week.

The resolution before us, bravely in-
troduced by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), crystallizes the de-
bate in this country between Repub-
licans and Democrats to a degree rare-
ly witnessed in these days of homog-
enized, air conditioned, political dis-
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course. And for this debate, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin who, even in
an election year, has the courage and
confidence to know that vigorous par-
tisan debates between conservatism
and liberalism are all together good
and healthy for American democracy.

What this resolution before us comes
down to is two questions: First, are
small business taxes in America too
high or too low? And, second, does the
Federal Government spend too much
money or too little?

Now, if you pay attention, you will
notice the proponents of this resolu-
tion will speak grandly about the needs
for shared sacrifice and will assert that
this resolution would only impact tax-
payers earning more than $1 million in
2005. It is a clever debating trick, this
impression that this tax increase will
only get the idle rich to pay their fair
share, but it is false. As proponents of
this resolution no doubt know, 83 per-
cent of the taxpayers fleeced by this
resolution report business income.

Small businesses, Mr. Speaker, sole
proprietorships, subchapter S corpora-
tions, partnerships, family farms, we
are not just talking about the cast of
“Friends” here. Instead, we are talking
about the people, the entrepreneurs,
the risk-takers, the opportunity mak-
ers who are creating the jobs that are
fueling what is now, beyond dispute, a
full-fledged economic recovery. Indeed,
these are the exact same taxpayers for
whom Democrats just last week pro-
posed cutting taxes. I guess it is just
another example of Democrats voting
for something before they vote against
it.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a di-
rect punitive attack against the men
and women of American small busi-
nesses, against the owners who have
risked and invested to compete in the
marketplace, against the managers
who have generated the economic
growth of the last 2 years, and against
the new employees who have leapt at
the opportunities those owners and
managers have created.

Hiking taxes on those small busi-
nesses, farmers, doctors, and families
would immediately stifle the economic
recovery that we are now enjoying, a
recovery it must be noted, that is al-
ready producing government revenues
greater than would have been gen-
erated without the Republican tax re-
lief this resolution is trying to undo.

How bad would it be? Estimates sug-
gest damage in the neighborhood of
100,000 lost jobs, $11 billion in lost GDP,
and $30 billion in lost family income in
just the first 5 years. The 12-digit tax
increase that is being proposed, there-
fore, would only serve to increase gov-
ernment revenues by $19 billion over
the next 5 years, and thereby add to
the deficits he says he wants to cut,
add to them, in fact, by more than $82
billion in the same time frame.

And as if that is not enough, Mr.
Speaker, this resolution, after gutting
the economic expansion and failing to
generate sufficient government rev-
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enue to meet our needs, would then go
for the Triple Crown of fiscal suicide,
massive spending increases.

I know Democrats often complain
that Republicans try to cast them as
just tax-and-spend liberals. Well, Mr.
Speaker, this resolution only does two
things, tax and spend. I would love to
call them tax-cutting, fiscally-sound
supply-siders, Mr. Speaker, but if a
party wants to tax like Mondale, spend
like Dukakis, and stagnate the econ-
omy like Carter, and the worst thing
we call them is liberal, frankly, I think
they are getting off pretty easy.

Mr. Speaker, the ideas at the very
core of the proposal of the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), indeed at
the core of the Democrat Party today,
is that the government will be making
more decisions, and individuals fami-
lies and small businesses should be
making fewer; that Washington should
have more money and more power, and
the American people, they should have
less. That is what the Democrats be-
lieve is what this resolution would
write into law, and that is why it must
fail.

Now, while I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for bringing
this, albeit bad idea, to the floor for de-
bate, I must urge all Members to vote
“no” and make sure American jobs,
economic health, and fiscal security
are protected from the bone-crushing
futility of liberal economic incom-
petence.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time, the remainder of which is to
be controlled by my designee, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Chairman NUSSLE).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, as the des-
ignee of the minority leader, I rise in
support of the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is recognized
for 45 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker I yield my-
self 9 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is bring-
ing to the House floor a debate on how
best to make this country stronger and
more just. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas has just said that
this is about raising taxes. One of the
worst problems that can happen to you
in Washington D.C. is when you begin
to believe your own baloney. That is
not what this resolution is about.

The situation is very simple: we have
a war. That war by next year will have
cost us $250 billion. And the question
is, how are we going to pay for it? We
have two choices. One is to charge the
bill mostly to our kids by raising the
deficit, which is what is happening, and
along with that making every Amer-
ican pay through the nose with less se-
curity for our homeland on our bor-
ders, in our ports, in our air ports, less
security for veterans who are not re-
ceiving adequate health care, less edu-
cational opportunity for middle-class
families because of budget squeezes,
less health coverage for hundreds of
thousands of children all over this
country, less help for workers who are
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out of work; or will we choose the
other way, as this resolution seeks to
do.

Will we choose to ask the most well-
off 200,000 people in this country, less
than 1 percent of all taxpayers, will we
ask them to make the supreme sac-
rifice? Those who make more than $1
million a year, will you ask them to
make the sacrifice of limiting their tax
cut to $24,000 on average rather than
the $120,000 average that they will oth-
erwise get under the existing budget of
this House? I think the answer is quite
clear.

I plead fully guilty to wanting to see
the most privileged and blessed people
in this society accept a somewhat
smaller tax cut in order to provide
greater opportunity for others in soci-
ety to get the basic requirements on
education, health care, veterans health
care, and the rest.
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Now, this resolution is very simple.
It raises over $18 billion by limiting the
average size tax cut for persons who
make more than $1 million a year to
about $24,000 a year. That is what the
average tax cuts will be for someone
who makes between $500,000 a year and
$1 million. We are asking those that
make $1 million to live by that same
amount. That is hardly an outrageous
sacrifice.

We then use 25 percent of that money
for deficit reduction. We use the re-
maining $14 billion to eliminate the
real reductions in domestic appropria-
tions that are contained in the Presi-
dent’s budget. If this amendment is
adopted, we will simply be adjusting
education, health, veterans programs
and all the rest by the amount that is
equivalent to inflation plus population
growth. That is all. We would get back
to a standstill level on that score.

We put $3 billion into homeland secu-
rity. Why? Because the Hart-Rudman
Commission told us we have a need of
$190 billion at the local level, and we
have only met 15 percent of that need
so far. We do it because only 13 percent
of fire departments in this country are
equipped to handle a full-blown haz-
ardous material attack. We do it be-
cause only a tiny fraction of cargo in
passenger planes is presently inspected
for explosives. We do it because we
have some 2,000 fewer people on the
northern border protecting our border
than the PATRIOT Act told us that we
would have. We do it because only 20 of
the most important 45 ports in Amer-
ica which ship goods into the United
States have adequate inspection sys-
tems to make certain that there is not
nuclear material or explosive material
in ships that come to our shores.

We then put $1.3 billion into veterans
health care so that we can cut the
claims backlog of 327,000 veterans so
that we can shorten the waiting time
of veterans at VA hospitals, so that we
can strengthen critical mental health
services for returning veterans. We add
$1 billion to military housing because
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more than 120,000 of military families
in this country serve in lousy housing,
and they deserve better.

We put $5.7 billion into education to
close the gap between what this Con-
gress promised it would provide local
schools and what it is actually giving
them. We put a billion and a half dol-
lars into Title I so that 500,000 more
poor kids and disadvantaged kids can
get better instruction in reading and
math.

We put $1.2 billion into special edu-
cation so that local school districts
will receive more help from the Federal
Government to meet Federal mandates
to educate every disabled child. We put
$300 million in in order to help 400,000
more children receive adequate child
care and after school care.

We put $2 billion in so that we can in-
crease Pell grants to help those who
otherwise could not afford to go to col-
lege. We want to increase the max-
imum grant by $450. Pell grants today
pay only for 35 percent of the cost of
instruction at a 4-year university.
Twenty years ago they paid for 75 per-
cent. Can we not do better than that?

Then we use $200 million to provide
additional employment and training
opportunities for people who have lost
their jobs. We also address a number of
other matters. We fund a number of
other programs that are high priority
programs, as demonstrated by the let-
ters from the minority side as well as
the majority side of this House to our
own committee, asking that our com-
mittee provide funding for these pro-
grams.

So that is what we do, and I would
ask support for this resolution, and I
repeat the same thing that I said when
I began. We have one choice. We can ei-
ther pay for this war by shoving the
bill to our kids and by cutting back on
educational opportunities, cutting
back on veterans health care, cutting
back on decent housing for the mili-
tary, squeezing dangerously our home-
land security expenditures, or we can
ask the most well-off, the most pros-
perous people in this country to share
a little bit more of the load by limiting
the size of their tax cut to $24,000 rath-
er than the average $120,000 tax cut
they would ordinarily get.

I believe the majority of those people
are patriotic enough to say, ‘Do it, we
do not need that extra supersized tax
cut as much as this country needs to
have its fiber strengthened by pro-
viding the investments that I have just
talked about.” I would urge a ‘‘yes”
vote for the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) is the designee of
the majority leader.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute before I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Speaker, I hear from Members on
both sides of the aisle that this is real-
ly a waste of time today. It is kind of
a silly exercise. We ought to be having
appropriation debate on the floor. We

June 24, 2004

have got appropriations bill that are
waiting in line with no prospect of get-
ting them done on time this year, and
yet we have got to do this.

I hear from some that this is really
an exercise as a price to prevent ob-
structionism on the floor for consider-
ation of appropriation bills, that if we
do not debate that, somebody is going
to obstruct the floor.

Regardless, let me say a couple of
things. There is a budget. The House
has deemed the budget. We await con-
sideration in the other body of the
budget, and this is a nonbinding resolu-
tion that we are about to talk about
for the next couple of hours here in-
stead of talking about appropriation
bills, but I guess we are going to go
through this exercise.

As the majority leader said, we are
going to have some fun because we get
to point out our differences, but let us
just face it. This is a nonbinding, some-
what silly exercise, but we are going to
go through the process and talk about
the differences.

Mr. Speaker, in order to do that, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means and a
member of the Committee on the Budg-

et.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my chairman for allowing me to speak
this morning, and it is true, this is a
non-binding exercise. On the other
hand, it is a very important debate,
and it is a philosophical difference.

I appreciated the comments from my
colleague from Wisconsin talking
about the need to get the deficit down.
I think what we have learned over the
last couple of decades is the only way
to get the deficit under control is to
grow the economy and restrain spend-
ing. We learned it in the 1990s. We are
relearning it now, and what is exciting
to me is the fact that part of that,
which is restraining spending, we are
doing with regard to the budget and
the budget that the House passed and
based on the deeming resolution will
keep our spending under control in the
House this year. That is very impor-
tant, keeping spending at about 4 per-
cent, trying to keep it close to what
the family budget is is extremely im-
portant.

Second, we are growing the economy,
and there is an incredible story out
there. It is probably the most under-
reported story of the year. The only
economic indicator that is not improv-
ing right now is what we are hearing
from the other side of the aisle about
the economy. Jobs are increasing, fast-
est growth in 20 years. The unemploy-
ment rate is now 5.6 percent in this
country, down from 6.3 percent. That
makes it lower than the average unem-
ployment in the vaunted 1990s, in the
1980s or the 1970s. People are going
back to work.

Just last month, we created over
225,000 new jobs in this country. We
have created over 1.4 million jobs in
this country in the last 9 months. Peo-
ple are going to work, and not only are
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jobs increasing but they are good jobs.
Wages are going up. Wages are going up
faster than they did in the 1990s. We
are seeing actual take-home pay going
up. We are seeing productivity high, in-
flation low, interest rates are low. We
are seeing the economy that is the
envy of the rest of the industrialized
world.

Part of the reason for that, I believe
a big part of it, is that this Congress
has taken the right steps in terms of
fiscal policy, keeping spending under
control and growing the economy by
smart tax relief that provides incen-
tives for growth. That is what the Bush
tax cuts were all about. That is what is
under attack today.

If my colleagues are to vote for the
gentleman from Wisconsin’s (Mr. OBEY)
amendment, my colleagues are showing
that they have a philosophical dif-
ference with that. Instead, my col-
leagues believe that just as the econ-
omy has turned, just as jobs are com-
ing back, just as we have seen real
growth and real wages, that we ought
to be repealing the very tax relief that
has led to that. I do not get that.

Here is a chart showing that today
there are more Americans working
than ever before. Employment is at a
record high in May of 2004, 138.8 million
people. Here is what unemployment
would be without the tax relief that we
passed in the last 3 years. Again, 5.6
percent unemployment today. Without
the tax relief, we believe it would be
over 7 percent. Now, what does that
translate into? Over 2 million jobs.
Over 2 million jobs.

I just think it is crazy that at the
point at which we are turning the cor-
ner, we are bringing back jobs, things
are going so well, that again the rest of
the world is looking up and saying now
America is the engine of economic
growth again, that the people back
home who punch a time clock every
day are seeing their wages going up,
that we would want to jeopardize that.

Increasing spending is, again, a philo-
sophical divide. We can talk about
whether we should be increasing spend-
ing within the allocation we have for
homeland defense, intelligence and so
on as we did yesterday on the floor of
the House, but let me show my col-
leagues what would happen with the
gentleman from Wisconsin’s (Mr. OBEY)
amendment.

He said it is an increase in spending
of about $14.2 billion next year. Well,
over a l1l0-year period, that is $150 bil-
lion. Here is the spending increase that
is in the legislation that is before us
today or in the resolution before us.
Again, we are not going to get the def-
icit under control unless we restrain
that spending. Adding another $150 bil-
lion over 10 years is not the solution,
$194 billion over 10 years. It is more
than 150.

Now, let us talk about the tax in-
crease. The tax increase, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
said, is $18.9 billion in fiscal year 2005,
and it is, but we have to take that over
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10 years, too. Let us look at the 10-year
number there. We are talking about in-
dividual income tax increases by $269
billion, over $250 billion over the next
10 years.

I know, again, we have a philo-
sophical difference on who should be
paying. Let me just make the point
that if those tax returns that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
talked about, that he wants to affect,
over 75 percent of those tax returns
have business income. Why is that? Be-
cause 90 percent of small businesses in
this country are not C corporations.
They are so-called pass-through enti-
ties. What does that mean? They pay
taxes at the individual level.

So part of what my colleagues are
doing, there is no free lunch around
here. When they are saying they are
going to go after the rich, who are they
going after? They are going after a lot
of businesses. These are the entrepre-
neurial businesses, the small busi-
nesses that are pass-through entities,
so-called subchapter S companies, sole
proprietors, LLC companies, partner-
ships that are creating the jobs out
there.

Look, in our districts, it is not the
large companies that are creating
these net new jobs. It is these compa-
nies. It is the entrepreneurial compa-
nies that are taking a risk, that are
pass-through entities. Ninety percent
of small businesses pay taxes at the in-
dividual level. We are hitting them
hard if we do this.

Again, let us not take this risk. Let
us go back to what we know works. Let
us restrain our spending. Let us grow
this economy. Let us not go back to
taxing and spending. That does not
work. It is going to hurt our economy.
It is going to hurt the very workers the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
said he would like to help.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, first let
me thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) for giving us an op-
portunity to define who we are as a
Congress. There are some who truly be-
lieve that we are going through a polit-
ical period of polarization and disdain
for each other and that this is cor-
rupting the system. That may be so,
but I think we might look at it in a
more optimistic way is that we are
making it abundantly clear to the
American people, especially those who
decide not to participate politically,
that they will never, never be able to
say this year that there is no difference
between Republicans and Democrats,
and I think that this is so important.

We do not need lectures on Econom-
ics 101. All we want to know is are you
working, do you have health care and
do you think you are getting a fair
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shake from the government, and not as
a Democrat, but also as an American, I
would also add, and do you think our
kids in the Armed Forces and our Re-
servists and the National Guard are
getting a fair shake? Are we doing all
that we can to protect them?
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I do not really think people are going
to be looking at our label, Democrats
and Republicans; but they want to
know what we stand for. If some of you
believe that it is more important to ex-
cite the economy by finding the
wealthiest people in America, that God
has already blessed and given them
large incomes, that by exciting them
that you are helping the guy looking
for a job, do not explain it to us. And
do not get annoyed with us if we do not
understand it.

Explain it to the people out there lis-
tening to us each and every day. Ask
them whether or not the Republican
majority has made their life any easi-
er. Ask them why over half of the
budget is appropriated for things that
do not concern education and health
care and improving the quality of life.
Ask them whether or not they are pre-
pared, given the opportunity, to pay
for it.

I really, truly believe, from the bot-
tom of my political heart, that most
Americans are willing to say, if you
can make this great country of ours
better educated, if you can make them
healthier, if you can make them more
productive, then this is what I do not
mind spending my dollars for.

If you believe that obligation is not a
national obligation, but should be one
that should be picked up by local and
State governments and charitable or-
ganizations, even as the IRS steps up
the investigations of not-for-profit or-
ganizations, then, for God’s sake, be-
tween now and November do not
change your minds. Stick to your guns.
Provide the tax cuts for the rich, and
let those people who are not as fortu-
nate fend for themselves. If they can-
not do it, let the mayors do it. If they
cannot do it, let the government do it.
And if they cannot do it, vote with
your feet and forget about them.

We have to vote for the bottom line,
as you say, and that is profits. So stick
with your guns, and we will be here to
publicize your position every chance
we get. And that is why we appreciate
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY). He is not saying tax and spend,
he is saying invest and give Americans
an opportunity to have the revenues to
do it.

For those of us who have grand-
children, we wonder what we can say, if
we live long enough and they ask us,
well, granddad, what were you doing
when they sold away our country?
What were you doing when this debt in-
creased to such an extent that you
knew that they were leaving it for me
to pay? Well, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has given us a
chance to say what we would do is to
vote against those injustices.



H4912

It is wrong. It borders on being cor-
rupt. And the people understand what
this body is all about. Thank you,
thank you, thank you, Mr. OBEY.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART), a member of
the Committee on the Budget to con-
tinue the debate on the Democrat in-
crease-taxes-and-spending proposal.

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I was moved by this
last speech. I really was. It was beau-
tiful rhetoric and impressive rhetoric.
But what I have learned here since I
have been in D.C. is there are some
Members of the Democratic Party who
just will not let the facts confuse the
issue.

Let us look at some of those facts.
You see, there is a huge difference, I
agree with the gentleman from New
York who has just spoken, there is a
huge difference between the two par-
ties; and these are the facts. The big
difference is that our friends in the mi-
nority party will find every oppor-
tunity to raise the taxes of every living
American. No, no, let me correct my-
self. Not only every living American,
but they will even try to raise taxes of
Americans who have died, at every sin-
gle opportunity, including a non-
binding resolution that will do abso-
lutely nothing, by the way, if it were
to pass. But they just cannot help it.
They have to try to raise taxes on
every single hardworking American
family and every single hardworking
American business and every single
small business, which are the ones that
create the jobs in this country.

This resolution would raise taxes by
almost $19 billion, with a B, billion dol-
lars in just 2005. It would increase
spending by $14.2 billion next year. And
according to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, this resolution, again which
is nonbinding, would be equivalent to a
tax increase of $4.62 on those families
and those small businesses in this
country. And, again, that would cause
possibly the loss of 130,000 jobs.

They keep saying, well, some of these
people can afford that tax increase. But
how about those 130,000 people who
would lose their jobs if this were to
happen? Can they afford more tax-
ation? Can they afford this kind of res-
olution? The answer is no.

But, you see, they are consistent.
Democrats are consistent. They are
consistent because they offered three
amendments to the Republican budget
that would have raised taxes by over
$100 billion. They offered alternatives
to major legislation just last year that
would have added close to $1 trillion to
the deficit. And yet their rhetoric is
beautiful. Actually, it is very nice.
Mine cannot compare with that.

This is right off the page of Senator
JOHN KERRY: raise taxes, increase
spending, decrease the family budget in
order to grow the Federal budget, in
order to hire more bureaucracy, more
bureaucrats up here.

American families and American
small businesses do not need more tax
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employees. American families do not
need more bureaucrats taking more
money out of their hard-earned pockets
to send to D.C. It is their money, not
the government’s money.

What they need is for us to continue
growing this economy. And the way to
do it, and it has been proven, is cutting
taxes, cutting taxes like we have done.
That is why the economy is doing well.
We do not need tax increases on every
American. What we need is to, again,
continue to have sound fiscal policy.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds. Let me simply say, Mr.
Speaker, that this is no less binding
than is the budget resolution passed by
the Republican majority.

Let me also say that we have heard a
lot of concern about small business. I
would like to see how many small busi-
nesses in each of our districts have
profits of $1 million per owner to qual-
ify under this bill.

Thirdly, we are not raising taxes; we
are asking people who make $1 million
a year or more to limit themselves to
a $24,000, on average, tax cut, which is
still 256 times as much as the average
person in this country making $50,000 a
yvear will get.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), the distinguished minority
leader.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for his exceptional leadership
in this House on behalf of America’s
working families. He is a champion for
middle-class families in our country,
and once again that is reflected in the
initiative that he has put forth today.
Democrats are united behind the gen-
tleman and his efforts.

As we all know, the budget should be
a blueprint for meeting our obligations
and moving forward as a country. But
the Republican budget is a blueprint
for disaster. Today, thanks to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), we
have an opportunity to have a real im-
pact on the budget. We have a chance
to correct some of the imbalance in the
Republicans’ distorted priorities.

This vote matters. Congress will
choose between giving tax cuts to peo-
ple making over $1 million a year or
making critical investments in home-
land security, education, our veterans,
health care, and the environment.

Mr. Speaker, we all know, and it has
been said over and over again on this
floor, that our budget should be a
statement of our national values. What
is important to us as a country should
be reflected in that budget. So I ask
my colleagues, is it a statement of
your values to give a tax cut, an addi-
tional tax cut to people making over $1
million per year and leaving children
behind because they are not receiving
the proper education? Would you rath-
er give a tax cut to people making over
$1 million a year or would you rather
improve education by adding $1.5 bil-
lion for disadvantaged schools, putting
us on a path for full funding of the No
Child Left Behind?
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If the Republican budgets had pre-
vailed over a 10-year period, nearly $20
billion would have been spent on edu-
cation, and they can see this. It is
below the line for every year except fis-
cal year 2002, and it is just slightly
above the line. Ask any economist, and
certainly Bob Rubin would attest to
this, educating the American people is
the best investment that we can make,
certainly from a humanitarian stand-
point; but from a practical budgetary
and fiscal standpoint nothing brings
more money into the Treasury than
educating the American people.

Early childhood, K through 12, higher
education, post-grad, and life-time
learning brings more money into the
Federal Treasury than any tax cut or
anything that you can name. And yet,
and yet, the Republicans reject that,
despite what it does for the growth of
our country, what it does to bring
money into the Treasury, and, instead,
want to give tax cuts to people making
over $1 million a year.

Is it a statement of my colleagues’
values to give a tax cut to people mak-
ing over $1 million a year instead of
improving veterans health care and
shortening waiting times at VA health
care facilities? The Paralyzed Veterans
of America call this bill vital. They
call this bill vital because, instead of
those tax cuts, it truly honors our vet-
erans. We talk a lot about veterans on
this floor and how we honor their serv-
ice to our country, but we dishonor
them if we say they do not get the
proper priority they should have; that
we do not value them in our budget.

Is it a statement of Republican val-
ues that in this time of uncertainty in
terms of our homeland security to give
a tax cut to people making over $1 mil-
lion a year instead of improving our
homeland security; adding $3 billion to
give our first responders the equipment
and training they need to increase se-
curity at our ports and at our airports?
Most of the wealthy people I know who
make over $1 million a year say they
do not need the tax cut, and they would
rather have investments in America’s
children and in America’s security.
They know that it comes to them at a
cost to our society.

This bill is also fiscally responsible.
What the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) has proposed would reduce
the deficit by almost $5 billion. That
would be about 25 percent of this
money that comes from these people
making over $1 million a year. He has
investments in education, in veterans,
in homeland security, in the environ-
ment, and a major investment in def-
icit reduction. What happened to the
Republican deficit hawks? Have you be-
come an endangered species?

Let us be clear. This bill does not
raise taxes. The previous gentleman
from Florida spoke about this raising
taxes on every living being. If every-
body he knows makes over $1 million a
year, maybe that is the circle he trav-
els in; maybe that is his awareness of
society. But it simply ain’t so. And the
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gentleman is right, the speaker pre-
vious to him said ‘‘there ain’t no free
lunch.” There certainly is not. We
should be paying as we go, and we will
be addressing that in the substitute of
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) later.

But let us be clear that this does not
raise taxes. It does make major invest-
ments in our education, health care,
homeland security, and environment.
It does reduce the deficit by nearly $56
billion, but it does not raise taxes. It
halts a future tax cut, for those, again
I keep repeating, making over, making
over $1 million a year, and stopping the
fiscally irresponsible giveaway of $19
billion next year to those who need it
least.

And let us be equally clear, we would
not spend one penny more than the Re-
publicans would. We just spend it dif-
ferently. They have passed an ill-con-
ceived Medicare bill that will cost tax-
payers $534 billion and which gives $149
billion in windfall profits to big drug
companies. They have chosen to ignore
a bipartisan approach to pay as you go.

Today, we see the stark difference be-
tween the two parties: Democrats are
focused on the aspirations and the
needs of all Americans; Republicans
are solely focused on tax cuts for the
wealthy few, many of whom, as I have
said, realize that these tax cuts for
them take a tremendous toll on society
in general.
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The gentleman from Wisconsin’s bill
is a fiscally sound bill that invests in
the American people. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to read the last line
of the bill. The minority leader may
want to read page 5 of the resolution
she just defended. It is not a tax in-
crease? My goodness. What does
‘“‘changes in tax laws sufficient to in-
crease revenues by $18 billion’ mean? I
heard one time if it walks like a duck,
it looks like a duck and quacks like a
duck, it might be a duck. This is a tax
increase.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, to talk further about this Dem-
ocrat tax increase resolution.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
know that this resolution is offered in
good faith, but this is just a terrible
idea for America. It offers something
for nothing, like we often do here in
Washington, D.C. We say, let’s tax a
few people behind the tree over there,
the super wealthy, and then let’s give
everyone else in America something
good. It almost sounds like a lot of
things, too good to be true, and it is.

Let us start with the tax increase.
They will tell you it is for the super
wealthy, but eight out of the 10 people
that they propose to tax more are just
small businesspeople. Eighty-three per-
cent of those in this category are small
businesspeople who do not file as big
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corporations but rather as individuals
like you and me. And so we are not
talking about taxing Bill Gates. We are
talking about taxing Bill’s dairy farm,
Bill’s print shop and Bill’s grocery
stores. Make no mistake, when we tax
them more, we will send 130,000 Ameri-
cans out of their jobs, out of work be-
cause we chose to tax these small busi-
nesses at a time we are just recovering
our economy as a Nation.

And then it promises spending in-
creases on good things, no question
about it. But here is the catch. The tax
increase is for 2 years. The spending
goes on forever. At the end of 10 years,
not only have we cost 130,000 people
their jobs, we have added $130 billion to
the national debt. 130,000 jobs we lose,
$130 billion we add to this debt. This is
a terrible idea.

I will finish with this. What we ought
to be doing is cutting wasteful spend-
ing up here. In Washington, every pro-
gram duplicates five others. We have
got 340 economic development pro-
grams stretched across 13 different
agencies. We waste your money just
horribly. If we want to increase spend-
ing on certain areas, I am all for it as
long as we cut out the horrible waste
we have. The bottom line is Wash-
ington has all the money it needs, it
just does not have all the money it
wants, and it needs to learn the dif-

ference.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), ranking member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we have
sat here for 3 or 4 years and watched
tax cuts erode away the surplus and
then, after the surplus was gone,
watched tax cuts add to the budget def-
icit. We have asked ourselves where are
we headed? What is the point of all of
this? And we have suspected, long sus-
pected, that the next step was to take
us to the stage we are in now where we
will hear increasingly, we just don’t
have the funds to meet our obligations
for veterans’ health care, we don’t have
the funds to fund education at the level
we promised when we passed the Leave
No Child Behind bill, and the pitch will
be that all of this has been forced upon
us by some outside events and we can’t
help it, we simply have to conform the
budget to fiscal reality.

Well, we do have a choice and this
bill today shows us in one clear illus-
tration what that choice is. We have a
choice. It is not inevitable that we cut
veterans’ health care. It is not inevi-
table that we do not fully fund edu-
cation or health care generally. We
have a choice. We can move around,
just a little bit, $18.9 billion and do a
world of good. Where does the money
come from? From those making over $1
million. How much do we take? $18.9
billion and still leave them a tax cut.
And where does it go? $4.7 billion goes
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to deficit reduction. $14.2 billion goes
to various selected needs.

Let me give my colleagues just a few
examples. Veterans’ health care. Our
own Veterans’ Committee tells us we
have funded veterans’ health care at
$1.3 billion below what is needed to
meet our obligations. We have prom-
ises to keep and surely this is one we
could keep, should keep, to our vet-
erans. Selected pay increases for junior
officers and senior NCOs. We did not
fund it this year. We could fund it with
this bill.

Education. We passed a bill called
Leave No Child Behind. We set a high
level because we were imposing man-
dates on school districts across this
country. We promised them money. We
are $8.8 billion below the level that we
set for ourselves in passing Leave No
Child Behind.

Homeland security. There are a host
of unmet needs here. We are skating on
thin ice. One is port security, funded at
all of $124 million in this year’s bill.
That is twice what the administration
requested. The Coast Guard tells us
they need $5.8 billion over the next 10
years. We are not on that track. We
can at least provide more for needs like
that, glaring needs in that particular
area.

After 9/11, one of the questions quick-
ly raised was what about the fire next
time? What if this had been a radio-
logical attack or a biological attack? A
number of Members went down to CDC,
the Centers for Disease Control, in At-
lanta. They were really troubled when
they saw those facilities and security
at that facility in particular. So what
do we do with CDC this year? The
budget request from the President
called for a $410 million cut in CDC.
This amount of money would allow us
to plus it up.

Allied health care professions. We all
know there are acute shortages of
nurses coming up. The President’s re-
quest this year cuts allied health care
professions by 64 percent. Will this
money be used better? Will it do more
good for more people if we take some
away from those whose AGI, adjusted
gross income, is above $1 million and
put it to these pressing needs? You bet-
ter believe it will. That is why we
should vote for this bill.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to con-
tinue the debate on this small business
job-killing bill, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HENSARLING), a member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, since coming to Con-
gress, I have heard a number of bad
ideas, but I cannot think of one worse
than raising taxes on small businesses
in America, the job-creating machine
in America.

Let me just give you one example of
why this is such a bad idea. Recently I
was in Jacksonville, Texas touring a
plant, Jacksonville Industries, a zinc
and aluminum die cast business. Be-
cause of competitive pressures, they



H4914

were considering laying off two of the
22 workers that they had. But thanks
to President Bush’s economic growth
program that we passed in this House,
that tax relief for that small business
enabled them to buy a new piece of ma-
chinery, I could not tell you what its
name is, I could not tell you what it
does, it is big, it makes a lot of noise,
but most importantly, it makes them
more efficient. And instead of having
to lay off two people, they hired three
new workers in just one plant in one
small town in Texas, thanks to tax re-
lief. That is five people who could have
been on welfare, five people that could
have been on unemployment. But in-
stead it is five people with good, pro-
ductive, tax-paying jobs.

Mr. Speaker, we have a choice today.
We can choose to continue the historic
economic growth we have seen over the
past year or we can turn back the
clock to recession and stagnant
growth. We can choose to keep creating
hundreds of thousands of new jobs or
we can send Americans back to the un-
employment line. We can choose to
limit the growth of government or we
can expand the Federal bureaucracy by
another $150 billion over the next dec-
ade.

Mr. Speaker, thanks to tax relief
that Congress has passed, our economy
is growing at the fastest rate in two
decades. Thanks to tax relief, we have
created 1.4 million new jobs since last
August. Thanks to tax relief, the stock
market is up, incomes are on the rise
and the national rate of homeowner-
ship is at an all-time high.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to choose tax relief. I urge all
of my colleagues to choose economic
growth. I urge all of my colleagues to
choose jobs for American families and
soundly defeat the Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that we
are forced to debate these very impor-
tant topics within a nonbinding resolu-
tion, but the public ought to know that
we are forced to debate these topics
within a nonbinding resolution because
of the corruption of the process by the
Republican leadership in this House
where we cannot debate these same
items in the budget resolution.

Yesterday we saw that they would
not face up to the debt limit extension,
so they had to hide it in the defense
bill to be added someday in the dark of
night in some conference committee in
the future. We have seen the corrup-
tion of legitimate debate and the ex-
change of ideas on the floor of the
House. I do not know if the Repub-
licans would really want the American
public to know that over the last 10
years, the House Republicans have
voted for $20 billion less in education
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spending than was finally appropriated
by the Congress of the United States. I
do not know if the Republicans really
want in real debate the public to know
that the House Republicans have de-
cided that we will never have full fund-
ing of special education, special edu-
cation that is very expensive for the
school districts of this Nation, where
school boards and superintendents and
parents and children have come and
lobbied this Congress and we have a bi-
partisan coalition to vote for full fund-
ing of special education.

But the Republicans will never get
there. They have turned back the
promises, they have turned back their
votes of the past, they have decided
they will add $1 billion a year to spe-
cial education, and that means we will
never get to the promise we made to
this country of full funding. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin adds another
$1.2 billion to that and in 6 years we
would achieve the goal of full funding
and take the pressure off those school
districts to increase taxes at the lower
level, but more importantly to be able
to provide them the resources nec-
essary for the education of those chil-
dren with special needs.

I do not think the Republicans want
to have a real debate about their posi-
tion on the Pell grants that they have
frozen over the last 3 years after the
President of the United States prom-
ised that these young people would
have access to a Pell grant to help
them achieve their college education.
But the Republicans do not really want
to have a real up or down vote on in-
creasing the Pell grants. Once again,
they have promised to do that, they
simply do not want to get caught vot-
ing against that promise, so they have
us in a nonbinding resolution.

I do not think the Republicans want
to get in a real vote on whether or not
they are going to fully fund No Child
Left Behind, where currently they are
$29 billion behind the curve that they
have promised America’s school-
children, their parents, their families
that they would provide because we
have provided the most significant re-
forms in the last 35 years in Federal
education policy.

What does that mean? That means
that if they do not adopt this resolu-
tion, and it is nonbinding, that means
that 500,000 low-income children will
not get the academic assistance that
they need. That means that over 350,000
children will not have access to after-
school care that they need where they
get tutored and they get mentored and
they get academic help. That means
that thousands of teachers will not
complete the process by which they be-
come highly qualified teachers in the
classrooms of our children. So another
year goes by and thousands of more
teachers enter the classroom without
the professional development, without
the credentials, without the -certifi-
cations necessary to provide a first-
class education to America’s children.

The Republicans have so corrupted
the process that they can continue to
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make the promises to the public that
they are for full funding of No Child
Left Behind, they are for increasing
the Pell grants to $5,100, they are for
full funding of special education, but
they do not have to deliver on them be-
cause they hide their budget in a con-
ference committee. It was due out here
weeks, months ago, it has not been
passed, so they deemed a budget, not a
budget that they voted on, they just
deemed a budget. What incredible dis-
honesty in the face of the needs of
America’s families and children to ac-
quire a good education to participate
to the full extent of their potential in
the American society and in the Amer-
ican economy. What corruption. What
dishonesty by the Republican leader-
ship.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. GARRETT), a member of the
Committee on the Budget, to continue
the debate on this more-money-solves-
all-problems proposal.
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Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. This
amendment, and furthermore any move
that would raise taxes on American
workers and businesses, is going to re-
verse the positive effects of the
progrowth economic initiatives that
this House passed just last year. Those
initiatives were the largest tax relief
since Ronald Reagan. The U.S. econ-
omy is strong, it is growing stronger,
and it is proving that the Republicans’
clear, comprehensive progrowth agenda
is working for America.

This Republican-led Congress under-
stands that the best way to expand the
economy and further great jobs is sim-
ply to leave more money in the hands
of the people who earned it.

Now, if the Democrats do not believe
this, all they have to do is look at the
negative effects that States such as
California, the Democrats there have
spent with the tax-and-spend policies,
it has had on that State.

California’s tax and regulatory struc-
ture crippled that State. In 1 month
alone, California lost 21,000 jobs, more
than any other State, more than the
rest of the country combined. When
you compare that to other States, the
once invincible California economy was
suffering from competitiveness crisis.

Simply this, when taxes are raised,
businesses leave, and jobs and wages
are lost, negatively affecting the econ-
omy.

This week in my home State of New
Jersey, the Democratic Governor, Jim
McGreevey, passed what he is calling
the millionaire’s tax, a tax increase on
New Jersey taxpayers. It is set to in-
crease the marginal tax rate by 41 per-
cent, the fifth highest now in the coun-
try. It is really a Robin Hood-like grab
Democratic Governor Jim McGreevey
has taken from these taxpayers, money
that the Federal tax relief measures
that we passed before restored to them,
that were put in place by this Repub-
lican Congress to spur the economy
along.
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The Democratic Governor, Jim
McGreevey justified his scheme of this
millionaire’s tax by saying, “I will
only tax that which the rich have got-
ten back from the Bush tax cuts.”

Well, now the gentleman from Wis-
consin wants to eliminate that Bush
tax cut altogether. So I ask, when is
enough enough? The Democrats really
are speaking from both sides of this ar-
gument, and they have shown their
true colors: if given an inch, they will
take a mile.

The small business owners of New
Jersey, they are the ones who have
spurred on the economy, and it was due
to the tax cuts initiative of last year.
And now under this initiative in our
own State, they would lose the State
tax cuts, and now by the initiatives on
the other side of the aisle, they would
lose the Federal tax cuts as well.

So I say to the Democrats in my
home State of New Jersey in Trenton,
and the Democrats in Washington as
well, I say stop killing the Nation’s
economic recovery. No more taxes.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Gov-
ernor of New Jersey’s, Mr. McGreevey,
move to take away this tax savings
will wreak havoc on the positive eco-
nomic upswing that is occurring right
now in my home State of New Jersey.
As a matter of fact, the Center For
Policy Research in New Jersey has
shown that the tax cuts that we are
talking about now will result in 28,000
jobs lost in the next 5 years, proving
that this tax hike will only hurt the
people of New Jersey.

Today, many of the new jobs that are
created in New Jersey are by employ-
ers that were fleeing to the other
States’ higher tax levels. Businesses
will flee now out of New Jersey, just as
businesses fled out of California.

With this amendment on the other
side of the aisle, we will now be raising
taxes across the entire country, and
the question will be, where are we tell-
ing businesses to flee to, then?

I would ask the sponsor of this
amendment and Governor McGreevey,
the Democrats in New Jersey as well,
to take a look at the crippling effects
that their policies have had in New
Jersey and California and to say let us
have some common sense to leave our
economic recovery alone and let the
people keep their own money. I urge
my colleagues to vote against the
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, could I in-
quire how much time is remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA). The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has 23%2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. NUSSLE) has 21%2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3%
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the distinguished mi-
nority whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
licans in this House believe if you say
something enough, long enough, some-
body somewhere will believe it. I have
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heard on this floor somebody refer to
the famous Russell Long, who said,
“Don’t tax me. Don’t tax thee. Tax the
man behind the tree.” They did so, of
course, properly with derision, and the
public who hears that must hear it
with derision as well; but my friends,
the Republicans have found out how to
do that; and during the 8 years of the
Reagan administration, they plunged
this Nation deeper and deeper and
deeper into debt, and during the 4 years
of the Bush One administration, they
plunged this country deeper, deeper,
deeper into debt.

And then in 1993 those Republicans
who were here came on the floor and
said those Democrats are proposing a
program that will plunge us deeper
into debt, cause large unemployment
and destroy our economy. You have
heard me say it before on the floor.
They were 180 degrees wrong, abso-
lutely, incontrovertibly wrong. And
they are wrong today.

The Republicans have said charge
overseas. Spend more money overseas,
$25 billion in a bill just yesterday. Did
we pay for it? We did not. Who was the
man behind the tree who will pay for
it? My three daughters and my three
grandchildren. They are the man be-
hind the tree. They will pay this bill,
because you continue to spend. You
spend more than was spent before. You
create more debt than was created be-
fore. In fact, in the last 4 years of the
Clinton administration, we never once
raised the debt. Not once. Because we
had a responsible economic policy. But
you will raise it $2.1 trillion in 4 years.
That is a pretty stark difference, my
friends.

What the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) says is we need to invest in
America. If we are going to invest over-
seas, if we need to help the people in
Iraq, that is fine, but do not leave be-
hind America’s children. Do not leave
behind America’s veterans. Do not
leave behind America’s infrastructure
while we help those overseas.

That is what the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is saying. And
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) is saying, yes, we have a prob-
lem. Terrorism needs to be confronted,
needs to be defeated, and America
needs to be kept safe. So what does the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
say?

Let us follow what the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the Repub-
lican chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the Demo-
cratic ranking member, said we ought
to do 2 years ago: invest further funds
in the safety of our people here in
America. Invest in homeland security.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard it and
the public has heard it. Eighty-three
percent of the small businesses are
going to be affected by that. That is
baloney, baloney. That is the politest
word I can think to use at this present
period of time. The IRS says there are
3.8 percent of small businesses who
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claim more than $1 million in taxable
income. That is almost as much of a
mistake as you made on your Medicare
bill and almost as much of a mistake
as this administration made in terms
of telling us how much their Medicare
bill was going to cost. They only
missed by 25 percent.

And we heard about waste, fraud, and
abuse, as if somebody else is in charge
of Washington. For 40 months, 40
months, the Republicans have had the
Presidency, the Senate, and the House;
and there is still waste in Washington.

What is wrong with your administra-
tion? We have a larger infrastructure
than we had when you took office. You
talk about smaller government. It was
smaller under President Clinton.

Mr. Speaker, vote for the Obey
amendment. Vote for honesty and in-
vestment in America and Americans.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to con-
tinue our debate on this Democrat in-
creased-taxes bill, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BURNS).

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time.

I have heard a lot of baloney, and
there appears to be a good bit in the
House. I have great respect for the mi-
nority whip, but there is beef in the
gentleman from Wisconsin’s (Mr. OBEY)
job-cutting proposal.

This is about jobs. This is about
taxes. This is about spending. And I
have only been here a short time, but
this has got to be one of the worst
ideas I have ever seen come from our
colleagues across the aisle. It is bad for
the Nation. It is bad for working Amer-
ica. We are going to cut the heart out
of a recovering economy. We are going
to destroy the momentum that we are
enjoying all because the Democrats
want to tax, and they want to spend.
They want to tax, and they want to
spend. And they want to do it at Amer-
ica’s expense. At America’s expense.

Just last week, just last week, they
were complaining about our not doing
enough to create jobs. We created 1.1
million jobs just this year. They want
to take away that momentum.

It really is about the people who cre-
ate jobs, the small businesses, the
farmers in the 12th District of Georgia.
It is about people who create jobs;
200,000 hardworking taxpayers, of
which 80-plus percent are small busi-
nesses, will see their taxes go up. And
that is the engine that creates the jobs
for America. These are precisely the
small businesses and farms that we
need to protect and to encourage by
providing them the deserved tax relief
that they currently enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, we need to finish this
business pretty quickly because there
is no telling whose jobs or whose
money the Democrats are going to go
after next.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker has not listened to the
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debate. We are going to ask people
making over $1 million a year to make
a small sacrifice during this time of
war. That is who is going to pay for in-
vestment into America’s future.

In Congress, our values are expressed
more by our budget priorities than by
our speeches. And the Obey resolution
reflects American values far better
than this year’s Republican budget,
and this is why: the Republican budget
continues the same old status quo, a
failed philosophy that has led to un-
precedented deficits. That philosophy
was expressed by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), majority leader, on
March 12, 2003: ‘‘Nothing is more im-
portant in the face of war than cutting
taxes.” A direct quote.

That bizarre philosophy flies in the
face of the basic American value of
shared sacrifice during time of war.
Can anyone imagine Franklin Roo-
sevelt having stood here on December 8
of 1941 saying to the American people
it is time to cut taxes, nothing is more
important than that after Pearl Har-
bor? In World War II, fortunately,
President Roosevelt did something dif-
ferent. He inspired all Americans to
make sacrifices to support the war and
our servicemen and -women, and it was
the right thing to do.

Unfortunately, as we now face the
war on terrorism, the Republican budg-
et reflects the gentleman from Texas’s
(Mr. DELAY) flawed philosophy that
tax cuts should trump sacrifice and
services for veterans and military fam-
ilies during time of war. What is the re-
sult of this ideologically driven budg-
et? First, the consequence is that this
year’s deficit is the largest deficit in
American history. With massive un-
paid-for tax cuts, we are borrowing bil-
lions of dollars to pay for the Iraqi war,
and that means that young soldiers
from my district at Fort Hood fighting
in that war today will have to come
home and help pay for it after the war
is over. Billionaires living safely here
at home, getting multimillion-dollar-a-
year tax cuts while young soldiers have
to fight for the war in Iraq and then
pay for it. Where is the fairness in
that?

To add insult to injury, the Repub-
lican budget pays for its tax cuts to the
wealthiest 1 percent of Americans by
reducing veterans health care and
freezing military housing improvement
programs. If the American people find
out about this dirty little secret in the
Republican budget, they will be out-
raged, as they should be. And as a rep-
resentative of mnearly 40,000 soldiers
who fought in Iraq over the last 18
months, I am certainly outraged.

These are the facts: fact number one,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH), Republican chairman of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, has
said it would take $2.5 billion of in-
creased VA health care spending just
to keep from having to reduce veterans
health care services because of health
care inflation.
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Fact number two: The Republican
budget underfunds present services for
VA health care by $1.3 billion. That
means real cuts to millions of real vet-
erans.

Fact number three: several weeks
ago, on the same day the House Repub-
lican leadership voted to give Members
of Congress a tax cut, they pushed
through a Defense authorization bill
that will freeze the most important
military housing improvement pro-
gram in American history. Over 24,000
military families will not receive the
new housing they deserve. No new
housing for thousands of military fami-
lies, while we get thousands in tax
cuts, we Members of Congress. Where is
the fairness in that? Where is the
American value in that?

There is a better choice, a clear
choice, a choice that reflects the true
values of the American people. The
Obey resolution will prevent cuts in
veterans health care and will prevent
cuts in military housing. It is the right
thing to do for America.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to con-
tinue our debate on this tax-increase,
job-Kkilling bill, I yield 5 minutes to the

gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON).
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to put in my
comments on this very good debate
here, and it is a debate that is good, be-
cause it shows clashing two philoso-
phies: one of higher taxes for more
spending, versus lower taxes for more
private sector growth, more jobs
through the private sector.

The proposal in front of us today is
for a $270 billion tax increase over a 10-
year period of time. So taxes would go
up in a fashion like that, $270 billion;
and the justification that we are hear-
ing is so that we can spend more
money.

But I want to say this as a fiscal con-
servative: if you look at what we have
been doing since 1994, we have in fact
been spending a lot of money, and,
ironically, in the very areas where we
are being accused of not spending
enough.

But this is a Committee on the Budg-
et chart, and it shows since 1994 how
much our spending has in fact in-
creased. We are being accused of not
spending enough on education; but here
is one education program alone, title I.
Since 1999, it has gone up this much,
nearly, I am going to guess, about $6
billion. The exact math is available,
but I just want to show the chart to il-
lustrate.

Pell grant funding, an important
scholarship program, has increased in a
similar fashion of about maybe $56 bil-
lion. The gentleman from Iowa can cor-
rect me if my quick, on-the-spot-math
is wrong.

No Child Left Behind. The irony
about No Child Left Behind, an impor-
tant Bush initiative on education, is

June 24, 2004

we hear a lot of critics say, you are not
funding it. Yet look at No Child Left
Behind. Growth in education under
President Bush has increased 40 per-
cent.

Special education, something that
has a lot of bipartisan support, since
1999 we have gone from about $4 billion
in spending to nearly $12 billion in
spending. So where is the cut in edu-
cation? There is not one to show.

Veterans programs. Often the liberals
hide behind veterans programs and say,
you are not spending enough. But here,
again, since 1985 to 2004, budget author-
ity has gone from $27 billion to $60 bil-
lion. The gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Chairman SMITH)
have worked hard to champion that
and done it on a good bipartisan basis.
Spending per veteran during that pe-
riod of time has gone from $950 to
$2,400. Veterans spending has in fact in-
creased.

Another criticism we are getting is
spending to combat terrorism has not
increased. Here we are, from 2001,
spending about $20 billion, to $87 bil-
lion today. So where are these cuts
that we are suffering from? There are
not any cuts.

Now, as I said, I am a fiscal conserv-
ative. I wish these charts did go in a
different direction in many cases. I
wish that I could honestly be accused
of cutting a lot of government pro-
grams. Unfortunately, we failed in
that. But the will of the House, the will
of the Senate takes a long time for the
process to go through. I am just saying
that the spending cuts are not there.

But who do we propose to get the in-
come from? We keep hearing about
these big, bad, horrible people called
millionaires in American society
today. Let us examine who these mil-
lionaires are.

These millionaires, for the most part,
are small business owners; people who
are farmers, people who own bicycle
shops, people who are contractors.
They have $1 million in revenue, and
therefore they are taxed in the 35 per-
cent bracket. How many? Is that just a
few? Hardly. It is 73 percent of them.

What about in the group that earns
from $200,000 to $499,000? 68 percent.
What about in the big bad group that
grosses from $500,000 to $1 million? 76
percent. And $1 million in revenue and
above, 82 percent of them are small
business owners.

So what are we talking about doing?
What we are talking about doing is
beating up on the small employers out
there, the folks who are turning this
economy around.

Here we are looking at the job
charts, what is happening in the econ-
omy. Right now we have nearly 140
million Americans working, the high-
est level in history. Yet we want to re-
verse that trend by killing the goose
that is laying the golden egg, and that
is the small business owner.

If you are for jobs, the correct vote
on this is ‘“‘no.” If you want to kill eco-
nomic prosperity, if you want to Kkill
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the small business employer, if you
want to kill jobs, vote ‘‘yes,” because
that is exactly what will happen.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 10 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, despite the fiction we
have just heard, you have to make $1
million a year profit in order to be cov-
ered by this. To suggest small business-
men are hurt by that is laughable.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH).

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the ranking member for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, the majority started
this country on a ride a few years ago,
and the signposts along the way are
fairly clear. We have a record-high def-
icit, hundreds of billions of dollars; we
have a record trade deficit; we have a
50-year high on mortgage foreclosures;
we have 3 years in a row of historic
highs in personal bankruptcies. And
yet, they suggest that we should oper-
ate on the same forecast that they
were operating on when they started
out on this trip, when they said we had
10 years of surpluses coming our way,
trillions of dollars; and we can afford
to give the wealthiest among us a tax
break.

So they did that, and they do not see
the other signposts: $200 billion for a
war in Iraq. They do not look at the
other signposts along the road that
show that we have lost millions of jobs.

Now we have replaced 1 million-or-so
of those jobs that we lost, and they
want to say that we have created new
jobs. They are a long way off from cre-
ating a new job that is a net new job,
but they do not want to talk about
that. They do not want to look at these
signposts. They want to keep going
down this road.

What the Obey resolution suggests is
we should take a different course. We
should say to millionaire taxpayers
that rather than take $124,000 in tax
cuts, take $24,000. Let us pay our way
for this war. Let us pay our way in
terms of investing in the needed re-
sources of our country.

Albert Einstein said a long time ago
that we have to have a different level
of thinking to solve problems than the
level of the thinking that we used when
we created these problems.

This program that the Republican
majority has taken us toward as a
country is leading us to fiscal bank-
ruptcy. This majority has to under-
stand that we have to take into ac-
count that we live in a different fore-
cast now, with dark clouds on the hori-
zon. We are at war. We should pay the
costs now, and we should do it by say-
ing a little less tax cut for those who
are doing very, very well. That is what
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) does. I ask that this resolution
be supported.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, to con-
tinue the debate on the Democrat tax-
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increase proposal, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to repeat a cou-
ple things said in the past. If a small
business makes $1 million, what does
that mean? That means they are mak-
ing money and hiring people. Two-
thirds of our jobs in America come
from small businesses. Two-thirds of
all those who file in the top bracket
are small businesses. In this new rate
structure being proposed, this new tax
increase, 75 percent of those people are
small business people.

Why would we want to tax the recov-
ery of this economy at this time? What
we accomplished in the last tax bill
was finally lowering the tax rate on
small businesses down to a level large
corporations pay.

Remember, Mr. Speaker, that before
the July tax cuts, we were charging
small business owners higher tax rates
than we charged the largest corpora-
tions in America, like Exxon or IBM or
General Motors. What this bill will do
is do that again. It will increase taxes
on small businesses and make small
businesses pay higher tax rates than
the largest corporations in America.
Why would we want to reintroduce that
injustice back into the Tax Code?

We want to keep low tax rates on
small businesses. That is who are cre-
ating jobs right now. Two-thirds of our
jobs today come from small businesses.
This big tax increase on small busi-
nesses is not the way to go. We want
small businesses making money. This
is a tax on their income that they rein-
vest in their businesses.

More importantly, this proposal adds
$130 billion to our deficit over the next
10 years. It is fiscally irresponsible,
taxing small business and spending
more money. Adding to the deficits is
what has given us this hole we are try-
ing to dig out of in the first place.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, again, despite all of the
misinformation that we have just
heard, the IRS has told us that fewer
than six-tenths of 1 percent of all re-
turns with small business income have
incomes of more than $1 million. To
suggest that this is even laying a glove
on small business is a colossal red her-
ring fiction.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) to respond.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
two-thirds of all those who file their
taxes in the top bracket are people who
report small business income, sub-
chapter S corporations, limited liabil-
ity corporations. Seventy-five percent
of all those in this new tax bracket
covered in this bill are those who re-
port small business income.

Small businesses do not pay taxes as
corporations; they pay taxes as people.
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So we are not talking about tax in-
creases on millionaires who are hang-
ing out on yachts. We are talking
about tax increases on people who are
running businesses. They have 25 em-
ployees, they have 50 employees, they
have 100 employees, they have two em-
ployees, they have five employees.

The point is, these small businesses,
the engine of economic growth, the job
creator of this economy, pay their
taxes on the individual rate; and these
are the people whose taxes are being
increased under this proposal.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

The gentleman refers to one-third of
the top bracket. This does not touch
everybody in the top bracket. The top
bracket is $319,000 or more. We do not
touch anybody with an income of less
than one million bucks, less than one
million bucks. That is not $300,000. Do
not try to bamboozle people.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, we do not
want to ‘“bamboozle,” so I would yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
my friend and I, we get along very well
personally when the mikes are not on;
but I just have to say, that is not what
this proposal says. This proposal says
“reduction in tax cuts for taxpayers
with incomes above $1 million,”’ period,
end of story. The committee figures
out how to do the rest of it.

The point is, if businesses are becom-
ing successful, that means they are
going to start hiring people again. We
do not want to raise their taxes

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, the point
of this all is, this is a tax increase.
They are admitting it. There were so
many Members who came to the floor
and said, oh, no, no, no, we are not
really increasing taxes. But what the
colloquy between the two gentleman
from Wisconsin proves is, once and for
all, this is a tax increase.

So if one wants to come to the floor
today in the middle of an economic re-
covery and vote to increase taxes on
small business, knock yourself out.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Line 22 and line 23 of page 6: The only
taxpayers that are affected are ‘‘tax-
payers with adjusted gross income
above $1 million.” Period.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER).

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support the resolution offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
to address priorities that have been se-
verely underfunded by the House lead-
ership’s budget. I will mention only
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two or three of those, depending upon
the time, but ones which effect mil-
lions of people.

The Obey resolution provides $500
million for the National Park Service,
which has been forced to absorb huge
unbudgeted items over the last 3 years,
including natural disaster damage,
competitive sourcing contracts, and
antiterrorism requirements. The Park
Service has been forced to cut per-
sonnel, reduce services, defer mainte-
nance, and ignore resource protection.
One million visitors every day to our
national parks this summer are going
to be the victims of that neglect.

Second, for education, this resolution
adds $1.5 billion in additional Title I
funds toward keeping this Congress’s
promise to Leave No Child Behind. No
Child Left Behind challenged Amer-
ica’s public schools to achieve higher
standards and promised Federal dollars
to help. But Congress has failed to pro-
vide schools full funding. The budget
resolution for 2005 falls far below the
$20.5 billion for Title I grants author-
ized by No Child Left Behind. The $1.5
billion added by the Obey resolution
does not meet the whole promise, but
without it, we will surely leave more
and more children behind.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I think it would be good for his-
tory’s sake to look at the last time
that we dramatically increased taxes.
We did that; when President Clinton
came into office, we had the largest tax
increase in history, and what was the
effect of that on spending? During
those years of the Clinton administra-
tion, we increased spending by 33 per-
cent. During those periods, we in-
creased the debt limit three times. So
we have dramatically demonstrated
that if we have more money, we are
going to have more spending.

I would suggest that there has to be
some limit, and the overall bill gives
us some intestinal fortitude, gives us
some guts to resist the temptation to
promise more and spend more has to be
incorporated.

Mr. Speaker, I hope we can have the
kind of votes and support to give us
that discipline in this kind of budget
reorganization.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ENGEL).

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Obey resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I feel like this is Alice
in Wonderland. In 3 years, at the end of
the Clinton administration, we had the
largest surpluses in American history,
and now, after 3 years under Repub-
lican rule, both the presidency and the
House and the Senate, we have the
largest deficits in American history.

The Republicans used to call them-
selves fiscal conservatives. They can-
not say that anymore. What has hap-
pened to the heart and soul of the Re-
publican Party? We are having an orgy
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of tax cuts and we are leaving a legacy
of debt to our children and grand-
children. It is unconscionable.

Every day people come into my office
and need more money for desperately
needed programs. Veterans are plead-
ing; they need more money for health
care. The Republicans say no. People
who have kids in schools want more
money for No Child Left Behind in edu-
cation. Republicans say no. In health
care, we want a prescription drug bill,
seniors tell me, that will really help
seniors; not the phony one passed by
the House. Republicans say no.

So what Democrats are trying to say
is that in programs that we desperately
need, homeland security, first respond-
ers for police and firemen, putting
homeland security dollars for trains
and things where people know we need
it, Republicans say no. And what is the
Republicans’ proposal? To give great
tax breaks to millionaires and billion-
aires.

The Obey proposal would simply say,
if your adjusted income is $1 million or
more, you ought to give back a little
bit of those tax breaks to help us with
priorities in this country. The borrow-
and-spend Republicans say no.

The Obey proposal ought to be voted
on. It ought to set priorities for our
country. Let us help our veterans. Let
us help our kids. Let us help our sen-
iors. Support the Obey proposal.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Respectfully, because I know the
Speaker is from New York, let me yield
myself 30 seconds and say I think a lot
of that money we borrowed was sent up
to New York. So when the gentleman is
talking about what happened and Alice
in Wonderland, let me just remind the
gentleman that we sent a lot of that to
New York. We had a terrorist attack. I
know the gentleman knows that, and
he voted for it then, and he did not say
a word about it then. He said send the
money. We need it. Do whatever it
takes. Now he comes to the floor and
he says, gee, I guess we borrowed too
much money.

Well, maybe we did, but the gen-
tleman should have complained about
it then.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT).

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman, the gentleman from
Iowa, for yielding me this time.

I just think we ought to remember
how we got in the situation we are in
today, because we have seen charts and
heard rhetoric that said the reason
Federal revenues are down is because
of Republican economic policy, but
they have overlooked some of the hard
and cold facts; and facts are stubborn
things, some hard and cold facts that
have happened over the last few years.

For example, in 1999 we had a huge
tech bust. The NASDAQ dropped more
than half. It was not based on Repub-
lican policy. Then we had the recession
that happened while President Clinton
was still in office. It began in Novem-
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ber of 2000, before President Bush was
sworn in. And then on September 11,
2001, terrorists attacked our homeland
and drove our economy down the tubes.
The result was a 14 percent reduction
in federal revenue. That reduction was
not based on Republican policy at all;
it was based on those series of events,
the most tragic being the attack by
terrorists on September 11.

Well, what did the Republicans do to
respond to that? We lowered taxes
across the board for everyone, includ-
ing the top 1 percent, the same per-
centage as everybody else, and the re-
sult was that today we have more
Americans working than ever before in
the history of our Nation. And the in-
come of our workers is up higher than
it has ever been in the history of our
Nation. Homeownership is up, higher
than ever before in the history of our
Nation, as well as minority ownership
of homes.

We have had tremendous success be-
cause of Republican policy. But now we
are trying to regress and tax those peo-
ple who are creating the jobs. Mr.
Speaker, 83 percent of the people in the
top 1 percent of income earners in
America are small business owners.
They are farmers, they are people who
own little machine shops, they are the
people down at the local drugstore, or
retailers.

If we start taxing them in addition,
up to near 40 percent of their income,
less money will be available to create
jobs.

So there are two different philoso-
phies we are hearing today. We have
the dark and stormy liberalism that
says raise taxes, and we have the
bright and sunny conservatism that
says lower taxes and let Americans be-
come successful, because the result is
more Americans working, greater jobs,
stronger economy.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, for putting this very important
motion forward.

The Republicans cannot win this ar-
gument in the world of reality, so they
have created a world of illusion that
they are speaking to today.

One of their illusions is that this is a
tax increase bill. If you make less than
$1 million a year of taxable income,
this bill has absolutely nothing to do
with you. The second illusion is that
this bill will have a devastating and
crushing effect on those who do file
more than $1 million a year of adjusted
gross income.

Well, first of all, we have heard the
statistic over and over and over again
about small businesses. Fewer than 4
percent of the small businesses in this
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country file more than $1 million a
year of adjusted gross income. And for
those that do, under this proposal,
their taxes would be $24,000 a year
lower than they were 3 years ago. This
makes their tax cut smaller than it
was; their taxes would still be $24,000 a
year lower than they were 3 years ago.

And the third illusion is that we are
disrupting this masterful economic
strategy that is bringing this boon to
our country.

Well, this masterful economic strat-
egy has lost 1.9 million more jobs than
it has created. The rate for people
making more than $1 million a year
that is in this bill is the strategy that
resulted in 23 million more jobs being
created than were lost. So much for the
world of illusion.

In the world of reality, the Repub-
licans cannot explain this vote, if they
vote no, because when they go to the
VFW hall and they are asked by the
members of the VFW why they are not
doing something about reducing the
waiting lines at the VA health clinics,
they will not be able to explain why
they did not vote for more money for
VA health care. When they sit down
with the members of the Board of Edu-
cation in their towns and the board
members say, why do you not fully
fund special education, and they all
sign letters that say they support that
and they introduce bills that say they
support that, they will not be able to
explain why they did not vote for a $1
billion-plus increase in special edu-
cation that would lower property taxes
and go right to the local schools.

When they visit with the environ-
mental community in their home-
towns, and they hear, why can you not
do more to clean up the Superfund
sites that are in our area, and why can
you not do more to bring environ-
mental progress to our area, they will
not be able to explain why they voted
against a bill that significantly in-
creases investments in environmental
protection.

This bill is filled with all of the
promises that everyone here makes:
more veterans’ health care, more
money for education. When they visit
the fire company and police depart-
ment in their hometown and they are
asked why those guys and women still
do not have biochem suits and training
to deal with the terrorist attack, they
will not be able to explain why they
voted against this bill, which adds
money for those firefighters and first
responders.

So because they will not be able to
explain this vote at the fire station or
the Board of Education or the VFW
hall or the local Sierra Club, they have
created a world of illusion: It is a tax
increase. No, it is not. It will crush
small businesses. No, it will not. It will
interfere with the masterful manage-
ment of the U.S. economy by this ad-
ministration, which has lost nearly 2
million more jobs than it has created.

Mr. Speaker, if the argument against
this bill is that it disrupts the Bush
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economic policy, I say that is the fin-
est argument I could hear to vote yes
on this bill. If there ever was a policy
that needed disruption, this is the one.

Vote yes for the things that you say
that you support when you are back
home.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS), the vice chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

My favorite Member of Congress is
the gentleman who just spoke, Robert
Andrews of New Jersey. I consider him
the most articulate Member of Con-
gress; but I think as articulate as he
was on this issue, he is missing the
whole point.

This is a bill that spends more money
and increases taxes. And we believe
with all our hearts and souls that when
we added 58 percent more on veterans’
spending in the last 4 years, that is a
spending increase for a very good cause
and has enabled us to improve vet-
erans’ services every year, we are con-
tinuing to include more and more for
our veterans. Only in Washington when
you spend so much more money do peo-
ple call it a cut.

On No Child Left Behind, we have in-
creased spending by 40 percent in the
last 4 years. It is not funded at the
highest level the authorizers have al-
lowed but we are spending far more
than we have ever spent.

We are at war. We are at war not just
in Iraq, but against terrorism around
the world. And I think a 9 percent in-
crease in Defense and Homeland Secu-
rity is a huge increase in spending. The
huge increases in spending that we
have in our entitlements shows a tre-
mendous amount of concern that our
government has for the people of our
country.

But when President Bush inherited a
recession and then inherited September
11, and then inherited a breakdown in
the structure of the business commu-
nity with Enron and WorldCom, it is
remarkable how well our economy has
grown, with new jobs being created and
new revenue coming into our coffers,
and an incredible increase in produc-
tivity.

[J 1315

We believe in large measure growth
in our economy is the result of eco-
nomic policy centered around tax cuts.

And so for me I am happy to have
this debate, happy to go into the elec-
tion this fall and emphasize we are
against tax increases and ever increas-
ing spending.

When we had the budget meeting and
the budget votes, our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle said we voted
against veterans, we voted against
this, we voted against that. They failed
to say in each one of those amend-
ments was a tax increase. We voted
against the amendments because there
were tax increases at a time when we
think it is unwise. So we have a dif-
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ference of opinion that we will obvi-
ously fight out this fall.

So I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) for providing this op-
portunity to distinguish the differences
between the two parties. We do not
want a tax increase. We do not want a
lot more government spending.

Let me end by saying this: 5 percent
of the American people pay 55 percent
of the taxes. 50 percent of the Amer-
ican people pay 96 percent of the taxes.
When we passed our tax cuts, we gave
the tax cuts to the people who pay
taxes. That is the reality of what we
did.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EMANUEL).

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, this
bill is very clear. With the war on ter-
ror going on, what this bill says is that
every American has their skin in the
game. I have seen my Marine units
going. And on the war on terror, not all
of America is fighting. So when it
comes down to investing in the war on
terror, when it comes to making sure
that we have access to higher edu-
cation, health care so our veterans are
taken care of, every American has
their skin in the game to make sure
the 21st century is the American cen-
tury.

And I have seen many, many a
wealthy American. I would stop and
ask our colleagues to appeal to their
patriotism, not just their selfishness.
There are patriotic wealthy Americans
who are ready to make sure America is
safe and secure in the 21st century.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the remainder of the time.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment is pure
and simple about shared sacrifice, as
the gentleman from Illinois has just in-
dicated. What we are asking is that
those lucky people in this country who
make more than $1 million a year, that
includes the one-half of 1 percent of
small businessmen who make profits of
over $1 million a year, we are asking
them to accept a scaled-back tax cut so
that they only get, on average, $24,000
in tax cuts. That is 24 times as large as
someone will get if they make $50,000 a
year.

And, instead, we are saying please,
for the sake of the country, take a lit-
tle bit smaller tax cut so that we have
some room in the budget to strengthen
protection on our borders, to strength-
en protection in our ports, to strength-
en protection at our airports, to pro-
vide stronger opportunities for edu-
cation, to provide more civilized health
care for our veterans, to provide better
housing for our military personnel, to
provide a little better shot at pro-
tecting the environment, to help local
communities so that they do not have
to lay off hundreds of thousands of kids
from health care programs like SCHIP
and Badger Care in my own State. This
is an effort to see to it that we can en-
rich the many and enrich the few at
the same time.

Trickle-down economics is what we
have heard from our friends on the
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other side of the aisle today. They say
if you just give enough to the people at
the top, eventually some will trickle
down to people at the bottom.

My old friend Harvey Dueholm in the
legislature used to describe it this way.
He said trickle-down economics is the
theory that if you just feed the horses
enough oats, eventually some of it will
filter down to the sparrows. Think
about it. And vote ‘‘yes.” It is the fair,
it is the right, it is the just thing to do.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, that is the difference
between Republicans and Democrats. It
all comes down to who is doing the
feeding of the oats. The government
does not feed oats. That is not where
the economic advantage of this coun-
try comes from. We do not pass out
money to people here and say here is
government money, we printed it, you
get to have it. They get it from work-
ing. They get it from farming. They get
it from taking risk. They get it from
unlocking their door in the morning
and letting in the public to their flower
shop, to their shoe store, to their bank,
to whatever it might be, unlocking
that door and letting the energy and
the economic engine of this country
work.

That is what we want to continue:
working. We do not want this to Kkill
jobs. Just at the moment when we are
increasing jobs, look what we have
done. Yes, there was a downturn. In the
aftermath of 9/11 and in the aftermath
of the dot-com bubble busting and the
aftermath of the Clinton recession,
there is no question, look right here;
that is what that is, that little down-
turn. But look how it is going back up.

And it is going up because the engine
of America is working. It is not going
up because of the chart on spending.
When we increase spending in Wash-
ington, that does not drive the econ-
omy. That does not do anything except
it spends money in Washington. What
drives the economy are people in Wis-
consin and Iowa taking a risk, building
a business, employing people so that
when they balance their checkbook
around their kitchen table and they
meet their obligations and pay for
their kids’ college and pay for health
care and turn on the lights and pay for
groceries, they can do it. It is not be-
cause, with all due respect to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), we
send them a check. Because that does
not do anything.

The check they want to make is a
paycheck, not a government check.
Every single person in America wants a
paycheck. And that is what we have
done. We have created paychecks. Look
what the spending side of this does.
They are saying we are not spending
enough in Washington. Look at all of
this increase. Look at all of the debt
that they are complaining about. And
on top of all of that, they say, no, the
problem is we are still not spending
enough money in Washington. And the
thing they misconnect is that that
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money in Washington came from some-
body, a taxpayer.

Money does not start in Washington.
Money starts in Iowa, in Wisconsin,
across the country, in people’s pockets,
in small businesses. That is where it
starts. And they want to take more of
it, they want to kill those jobs, so that
they can hand out more money, so that
they in Washington can have the
power. We do not want that to happen.
We want the power to be around the
kitchen tables of Iowa and Wisconsin.
That is why we have opposed their big
tax increases.

As far as the spending, the taxes,
that is obvious those increases are ri-
diculous. But the increases in spending,
one can always say we want to hand
out more money in order to dem-
onstrate our compassion. And we have
told them about the increases in edu-
cation, the increases in veterans, the
increases in health care, the increases
for the environment, for all sorts of
programs, and to make sure our coun-
try was protected. But on top of that,
they say, you know what, I think we
can even be more compassionate. We
are going to hand out money and tell
people we care.

Well, quite honestly, I think it is
time for to us start looking around for
the waste. I believe that, instead of
this debate on the floor today, what we
should have done is had an appropria-
tion bill come up. That is what we
should have done. We should have
started going through all the accounts
and look for ways where the Federal
Government is mnot spending that
money as wisely as the people back
home in Iowa and Wisconsin.

We do not want to kill jobs; we do
not need to increase spending. We do
not need a resolution like the Demo-
crat proposal on the floor today to tax
and spend and tax and spend and tax
and spend and tax and spend more and
more in Washington. This needs to be
done around the kitchen tables of Iowa,
not the committee tables in Wash-
ington.

Mr. Speaker, I hope Members vote
against this ill conceived proposal.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank
DaviD OBEY for offering this budget amend-
ment, even if | fundamentally disagree with it.
| have great respect for Mr. OBEY, and | think
he makes a valuable contribution to this
House. And the Obey amendment is impor-
tant, because it clarifies the distinctions be-
tween the two parties.

As then candidate Ronald Reagan said to
then President Jimmy Carter, “There they go
again.” The Obey amendment is a return to
the traditional Democratic philosophy of tax
and spend. If the Democrats were to create
their own “Contract with America”, the first
two promises would be tax more and spend
more. This budget amendment raises taxes by
$18 billion in the first year, more than $250 bil-
lion in ten years. These tax increases are
aimed at the job creators, the entrepreneurs,
the small business owners. This amendment
raises taxes on these job creators by about
five percent. Increasing costs on a business
by five percent is the difference between suc-
cess and failure.
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If you increase costs on a small business by
five percent, the small business owner has
two choices. They can pass the cost increase
onto consumers by raising prices. Or they can
cut costs elsewhere. Because of stiff price
competition from our competitors, the usual re-
sult is cutting costs elsewhere. That means a
small business owner won’t hire that extra
worker.

The Heritage Foundation says that a tax cut
of this size will kill 130,000 jobs in the next
year. Increasing taxes now, just as the econ-
omy is ready to take off, is a cruel joke to play
on Americans who need a job.

Remember several years ago, when Demo-
crats decided to increase taxes on luxury
items like yachts. The Democrats thought they
were being clever. But those middle class boat
builders who lost their jobs because of that tax
increase didn’t think it was so funny. We
ended up repealing the so-called luxury tax a
year later.

The second part of the Obey plan is also fa-
miliar: Increase government spending. Clearly,
today’s Democrats reject President Clinton’s
promise that the era of big government is
over. We need to control spending in the Fed-
eral government. We don’t need another
spending spree. But by spending over $200
billion over ten years on a variety of politically
attractive programs, the Obey amendment is
just that: Another spending spree.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to vote
against this budget amendment. Let’'s support
smaller and smarter government. Let’s support
more job creation in this country. And let’s re-
ject this tax and spend scheme once and for
all.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY, and | want to ex-
press my appreciation to the gentleman for
recognizing the great need in the veterans’
health care system.

| also want to state my opposition to some
of the other measures we are considering
today that would cap discretionary spending
and reinstate pay-as-you-go measures through
fiscal year 2009. These rules would have sig-
nificant impacts on VA health care and many
other domestic discretionary and mandatory
programs.

This February, Veterans Affairs Chairman
CHRIS SMITH and | recommended that the
budget committee add $2.5 billion to the Presi-
dent’s request for VA discretionary programs.
We agreed, on a bipartisan basis, that this
was the bare minimum necessary to continue
to operate current services in fiscal year 2005.

Mr. OBEY’s amendment adds the other half
of the recommended funding that the House
neglected to provide in passing its budget res-
olution. This will ensure that veterans can rely
upon the system created to serve their special
needs rather than being subjected to in-
creased copayments, new enroliment fees and
the waiting lists for care that could reappear
and worsen in the absence of adequate fund-
ing.

As dangerous as the budget proposed by
the Administration for fiscal year 2005 is, the
budget planned for future years is even more
perilous for our veterans’ programs. Ranking
Member SPRATT and | have produced a report
to be released tomorrow that will identify some
of the scenarios that could come from the
planning guidance issued by the Office of
Management and Budget.
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The planning guidance leaked to the press
recently indicates that VA should find $910
million to cut from its fiscal year 2006 budget
request for VA discretionary programs. This
guidance was offered in the absence of dis-
cretionary caps and pay-as-you-go enforce-
ment for mandatory funding. We could expect
even worse if there were an overall ceiling ap-
plied to discretionary spending. In the Spend-
ing Control bill, only the tax cuts that benefit
our wealthiest Americans are protected.

We could do things far differently and far
more fairly. If we must impose discipline upon
ourselves, we should subject tax cuts to the
same enforcement we would impose upon our
veterans’ benefits. As it now stands, tax cuts
are driving vital funding and policy decisions
for all of our veterans’ programs. Tax cuts
have taken so much out of the pie that all of
our appropriated programs are fighting to keep
what they’ve got rather than growing to fulffill
new or evolving needs. There is no question
that we must provide adequate resources to
our fighting men and women in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan for as long as we choose to con-
tinue these engagements. Prioritizing tax cuts
in a time of war is flat out irresponsible.

If we trust ourselves to impose self-dis-
cipline on decisions regarding tax cuts, why
shouldn’t we trust ourselves to have the same
restraint in regard to high-priority programs?
Why subject Congress to the double standard
H.R. 3973 would impose?

| hope Congress will wake up and realize
that we do have limited resources and our
funding choices must reflect our priorities.
Those who value tax cuts from the wealthiest
Americans more than social programs for vet-
erans, for the environment, for our less fortu-
nate Americans, for children and education,
and for our seniors will make that clear by
supporting Mr. NUSSLE’s bill.

Mr. OBEY’s resolution on Democratic prior-
ities is a much better reflection of my values
than the standing House-passed budget reso-
lution. | urge my colleagues to support it.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the Fiscal Year 2005 budget au-
thored by Ranking Member OBEY. | also want
to thank the House Leadership as well as
Chairmen NuUssSLE and YOUNG for allowing an
up-or-down vote on an alternative budget.
Until today, the budget process had operated
under severe restraints—doing a disservice to
this chamber and an injustice to the millions of
Americans whose lives are improved by Fed-
eral government programs.

My colleagues, federally-funded programs
are critical. We provide the children of working
parents with safe places to go after school.
We recruit young professionals into nursing—
a profession with a looming shortage that will
affect all Americans who seek health services.
We help law enforcement officers and public
safety officials obtain needed equipment and
training. We prevent our most vulnerable from
having to choose between food and heat. We
make owning a home—the pinnacle of the
American dream—a reality. We help put kids
through college.

These activities benefit every fabric, every
member of our society. Yet, many of these
services will be cut short if we continue down
the current path.

It is important my colleagues remember that
on the heels of this year's limited budget will
come an even skimpier spending proposal in
fiscal year 2006. America was put on notice in
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May, when the Administration circulated a
memorandum indicating that the future spend-
ing cuts outlined in this year's budget will be
implemented. What does that mean? —huge
reductions in spending on health, education,
and homeland security.

Whether you vote for the Obey budget
today or not, the sad reality is the forecast for
our future is troubling. That is, unless we
change course.

Mr. Speaker, | urge passage of the Obey
budget. Too many of the initiatives and pro-
grams that benefit our constituents and our
communities are at stake.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 685 is an alternative to the Repub-
lican leadership’s failed economic policies. Un-
balanced priorities, escalating spending, and
three rounds of tax cuts have led to the high-
est budget deficits in history while short-
changing our children, seniors, and our troops
and veterans. Before “borrowing” from the So-
cial Security trust fund, this year’s deficit is ex-
pected to total $638 billion.

This resolution is a small but significant step
to reverse the unfortunate trend of the last
three years. By limiting tax reductions for
those earning over $1 million annually, we can
help fund promises this Congress made to the
American public, to make our country safer,
improve our schools, and provide real
healthcare benefits to those who need it the
most.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the choices we
make define us, our priorities, and our values.
The Obey resolution before the House today
gives members of Congress the clearest
choice possible. Our vote on this measure
today will speak volumes about our priorities
and values and what we stand for as rep-
resentatives in the People’s House.

Four years ago, the President came before
Congress and proposed a sweeping tax cut.
Citing a large projected surplus in the budget
over ten years, the President said that he was
here to claim a refund on behalf of the Amer-
ican people. | voted against the President’s
proposal for two key reasons: The lion’s share
of tax relief in the President’s plan goes to the
very richest households in America, instead of
the middle-income families | represent. In-
deed, millionaires receive annual tax cuts
averaging over $120,000, while middle-income
families receive annual tax cuts averaging
somewhere between $317 and $1,186 a year.

The other reason | voted against the Presi-
dent’s tax plan is because it relied on improb-
able blue-sky economic forecasts that left no
margin for error. As we have seen, the econ-
omy has not performed as well as the Admin-
istration predicted. The tax plan has left this
nation with insufficient resources to fund the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as well as the
improvements needed in this country’s home-
land security in the aftermath of 9-11. This
has led the Majority Party in Congress to
short-change fundamental commitments we
have made in the areas of education, veterans
health care, medical research, public health,
homeland security, and protecting our environ-
ment.

The resolution before the House presents
us with a clear choice. We can stay on the
path we are on and continue to underfund the
most basic needs of our children, veterans
and communities, or we can make a small ad-
justment in the tax code and ask the very rich-
est among us—those with incomes exceeding
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$1 million a year—to accept a smaller tax cut
next year than they currently receive. The tax-
payers affected by this resolution would still
receive tax cuts that average thousands of
dollars—even tens of thousands of dollars—
more than most other American families re-
ceive.

This small adjustment in revenue would
generate $18.9 billion. This resolution would
redirect a quarter of this, $4.7 billion, to deficit
reduction. The balance would go to fulfill basic
needs that this Congress and the Bush Ad-
ministration have underfunded. It would invest
$3 billion to bolster homeland security and en-
sure that first responders have the equipment
and training they need. The resolution would
also provide $1.3 billion to keep our promise
to fund veterans’ health care. It also provides
$5.7 billion for key education programs and
help our community schools meet the require-
ments Congress imposed on them in the No
Child Left Behind Act. In addition, it provides
additional funds for Pell Grants to help families
afford college. It would also invest in critically
needed medical research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health and help control infectious dis-
eases and expand immunizations.

Mr. Speaker, the answer to every problem is
not to throw money at it. But we must ac-
knowledge that some problems won't be ad-
dressed without spending money. As | said,
this Congress faces a defining choice today.
Do we stay the course we set four years ago,
or do we act to address the most pressing
needs confronting this country? For me, this is
not a difficult choice. Vote for the Obey resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA). Pursuant to the order of
the House of Tuesday, June 22, 2004, the
resolution is considered read for
amendment and the previous question
is ordered.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX this
15-minute vote on adopting House Res-
olution 685 will be followed by 5-minute
votes, as ordered, on ordering the pre-
vious question on House Resolution
692; adopting House Resolution 692; and
suspending the rules and adopting
House Resolution 676.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 184, nays
230, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 301]

BEvi-

YEAS—184
Abercrombie Berry Capuano
Ackerman Bishop (GA) Cardin
Allen Bishop (NY) Cardoza
Andrews Blumenauer Case
Baca Boswell Chandler
Baird Boucher Clay
Baldwin Boyd Clyburn
Becerra Brady (PA) Conyers
Bell Brown, Corrine Cooper
Berkley Capps Costello
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Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley (CA)
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Herseth
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley (OR)
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John

Johnson, E. B.

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Bass
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burns
Burr
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carson (OK)
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Cole
Collins

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lynch
Majette
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi

NAYS—230

Cox

Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Dayvis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn

Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake

Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss

Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall
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Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Turner (TX)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wilson (NM)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

Harris

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger

Hill

Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson

Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller

Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Marshall
Matheson

McCotter Platts Simpson
McCrery Pombo Smith (MI)
McHugh Porter Smith (NJ)
MecInnis Portman Souder
McKeon Pryce (OH) Stearns
Mica Putnam Stenholm
Miller (FL) Radanovich Sullivan
Miller (MI) Ramstad Sweeney
Miller, Gary Regula Tancredo
Moore Rehberg Tanner
Moran (KS) Renzi Taylor (MS)
Murphy Reynolds Taylor (NC)
Musgrave Rogers (AL) Terry
Myrick Rogers (KY) Thomas
Nethercutt Rogers (MI) Thornberry
Neugebauer Rohrabacher Tiahrt
Ney Ros-Lehtinen Tiberi
Northup Royce Toomey
Norwood Ryan (WI) Turner (OH)
Nunes Ryun (KS) Upton
Nussle Sandlin Vitter
Osborne Saxton Walden (OR)
Ose Schrock Walsh
Otter Scott (GA) Wamp
Oxley Sensenbrenner Weldon (FL)
Paul Sessions Weldon (PA)
Pearce Shadegg Weller
Pence Shaw Whitfield
Peterson (MN) Shays Wicker
Peterson (PA) Sherwood Wilson (SC)
Petri Shimkus Wolf
Pickering Shuster Young (AK)
Pitts Simmons Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—19
Barton (TX) Doyle Meeks (NY)
Bereuter Gephardt Quinn
Berman Granger Reyes
Brown (OH) Hastings (FL) Smith (TX)
Carson (IN) Jones (OH) Tauzin
DeMint Linder
Deutsch McDermott
0 1352
Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. HART, and
Messrs. CRANE, NEY, KENNEDY of

Minnesota, KING of Iowa, BACHUS,
BRADY of Texas and HALL changed
their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”’

Messrs. HINCHEY, CLYBURN and
BISHOP of Georgia changed their vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution was not agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
301 | inadvertently voted “yea” | meant to vote
“nay.”

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4663, SPENDING CONTROL
ACT OF 2004

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA). The pending business is the
question of ordering the previous ques-
tion on House Resolution 692 on which
further proceedings were postponed
earlier today.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays
197, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 302]
YEAS—217

Aderholt Barrett (SC) Bilirakis
AKkin Bartlett (MD) Bishop (UT)
Bachus Bass Blackburn
Baker Beauprez Blunt
Ballenger Biggert Boehlert

Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burns
Burr
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Collins
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Alexander
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Becerra
Bell
Berkley
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown, Corrine
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carson (OK)
Case
Chandler
Clay
Clyburn
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Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCotter
McCrery
McHugh
MeclInnis
McKeon
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Paul

NAYS—197

Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley (CA)
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner (OH)
Upton
Vitter
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Herseth
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley (OR)
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
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Kennedy (RI) Miller, George Schiff Bono Hart Peterson (PA) Crowley Kilpatrick Price (NC)
Kildee Mollohan Scott (GA) Boozman Hastings (WA) Petri Cummings Kind Rahall
Kilpatrick Moore Scott (VA) Bradley (NH) Hayes Pickering Davis (AL) Kleczka Rangel
Kind Moran (VA) Serrano Brady (TX) Hayworth Pitts Davis (CA) Kucinich Reyes
Kleczka Murtha Sherman Brown (SC) Hefley Platts Davis (FL) Lampson Rodriguez
Kucinich Nadler Skelton Brown-Waite, Hensarling Pombo Davis (IL) Langevin ROsS
Lampson Napolitano Slaughter Ginny Herger Porter Davis (TN) Lantos Rothman
Langevin Neal (MA) Smith (WA) Burgess Hobson Portman DeFazio Larsen (WA) Roybal-Allard
Lantos Oberstar Snyder Burns Hoekstra Pryce (OH) DeGette Larson (CT) Ruppersherger
Larsen (WA) Obey Solis Burr Hostettler Putnam Delahunt LeeA Rush
Larson (CT) Olver Spratt Burton (IN) Houghton Radanovich DeLauro Levin Ryan (OH)
Lee( Ortiz Stark Buyer Hulshof Ramstad D}cks L_ev&{ls ((%A) Sabo
Lev1ln Owens Stenholm Calvert Hunter Regula Dingell Lipinski Sanchez, Linda
Lewis (GA) Pallone Strickland Camp Hyde Rehberg Doggett Lofgren T.
Lipinski Pascrell Stupak Cannon Isakson Renzi Dooley (CA) Lowey Sanchez, Loretta
Lofgren Pastor Tanner Cantor Issa Reynolds Doyle Lucas (KY) Sanders
D Boers L) B Lyeh T sunain
I Taylor (MS) Carter Jenkins Rogers (KY) J Schakowsky
ynch Peterson (MN) Thompson (CA) Castle Johnson (CT) Rogers (MI) Engel Maloney Schiff
Majette Pomeroy Eshoo Markey
. Thompson (MS) Chabot Johnson (IL,) Rohrabacher . Scott (GA)
Maloney Price (NC) T Chocola, Johnson, Sam N Etheridge Marshall Soott (VA
Markey Rahall lerney ; Ros-Lehtinen Evans Matheson cott (VA)
Coble Jones (NC) R . Serrano
Marshall Rangel Towns Cole Keller oyce Farr Matsui
Matheson Reyes Turner (TX) o e Kelly Ryan (WD) Fattah McCarthy (MO) ~ Sherman
Matsui Rodriguez Udall (CO) Cox Kennedy (MN) Ryun (K8) Filner McCarthy (NY)  Skelton
McCarthy (MO) Ross Udall (NM) Crane King (LA) Saxton Ford McCollum Slagghter
McCarthy (NY)  Rothman Van Hollen Cronshaw King (NY) Schrock Frank (MA) McGovern Smith (WA)
McCollum Roybal-Allard Vglazquez Cubin Kingston Sensgnbrenner Frost MecIntyre Snyder
McGovern Ruppersberger Visclosky Culberson Kline Sessions Gonzalez McNulty Solis
MclIntyre Rush Waters Cunningham Knollenberg Shadegg Gordon Meehan Spratt
McNulty Ryan (OH) Watson Davis. Jo Ann  Kolbe Shaw Green (TX) Meek (FL) Stark
Meehan Sabo Watt Davis. Tom LaHood Shays Grijalva Menendez Stenholm
Meek (FL) Sanchez, Linda ~ Waxman Deal (GA) Latham Sherwood Gutierrez Michaud Strickland
Menendez T. Weiner DelLay LaTourette Shimkus Harman Millender- Stupak
Michaud Sanchez, Loretta Wexler Diaz-Balart, L. Leach Spuster Herseth McDonald Tanner
Millender- Sanders Woolsey DiazBalart, M.  Lewis (CA) Simmons Hill Miller (NC) Tauscher
McDonald Sandlin Wu Doolittle Lewis (KY) Simpson Hinchey Miller, George Taylor (MS)
Miller (NC) Schakowsky Wynn Dreier LoBiondo gm@itﬂﬁ %}; Hinojosa. Mollohan %ﬁgﬁg:gﬁ 2&@)
mi Hoeffel Moore
NOT VOTING—19 puncan Yacas (OK) Souder Holden Moran (VA) Tierney
Barton (TX) Deutsch Meeks (NY) Bhlers McCotter Stearns Holt Murtha Towns
Bereuter Gephardt Quinn Emerson McCrery Sullivan Honda Nadlelj Turner (TX)
Berman Granger Smith (TX) English McHugh Sweeney Hooley (OR) Napolitano Udall (CO)
Brown (OH) Hastings (FL) Tauzin Everett MecInnis Tancredo Hoyer Neal (MA) Udall (NM)
Carson (IN) Jones (OH) Tiberi Feeney McKeon Taylor (NC) Inslee Oberstar Van Hollen
Cole Linder Ferguson Mica Terry Israel Obey Vglazquez
DeMint McDermott Flake Miller (FL) Thomas Jackson (IL) Olver Visclosky
Foley Miller (MI) Thornberry Jackson-Lee Ortiz Waters
0 1400 Forbes Miller, Gary Tiahrt (TX) Owens ‘xa‘zion
. . Tiberi Jefferson Pallone a
So the previous question was ordered. St ﬁs‘gﬁ;m) Toomey John Paseroll Waxman
The result of the vote was announced Frelinghuysen Musgrave Turner (OH) Johnson, E. B. Pastor Weiner
as above recorded. Gallegly Myrick 3pctton g:rpl%?ll;skl ﬁiﬁf;‘i ‘\giﬁzzy
Garrett (NJ Nethercutt 1vter
The' SEEAKER pro t'empore. The Geﬂach( ) Netheroutt Walion (OR) Kennedy (RD) Poterson (MN) Wo
question is on the resolution. Gibbons Ney Walsh Kildee Pomeroy Wynn
The question was taken; and the Gilchrest Northup Wamp NOT VOTING—19
Speaker pro tempore announced that Gillmor Norwood Weldon (FL) ) )
the aves appeared to have it Gingrey Nunes Weldon (PA) Barton (TX) Gephardt McDermott
y bp . Goode Nussle Weller Bereuter Granger Meeks (NY)
RECORDED VOTE Goodlatte Osborne Whitfield gef'maf;OH) gutt];g'nec}l(tF‘L) Quinn
_  Goss Ose Wicker TOWn astings Smith (TX)
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I de pebd Otter Wilson (NM) Carson (IN) Jones (OH) Tonzin
mand a recorded vote. Green (WI) Oxley Wilson (SC) DeMint Kirk
A recorded vote was ordered. Greenwood Paul Wolf Deutsch Linder
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This Hall Pearce Young (AK)
will be a 5-minute vote. Harris Pence Young (FL) 0O 1407
The vote was taken by electronic de- NOES—197 So the resolution was agreed to.
vice, and there were—ayes 217, noes 197, Berry Cardin The result of the vote was announced
not voting 19, as follows: Ackerman Bishop (GA) Cardoza as above recorded.
[Roll No. 303] fzﬁxaﬂder gishol) (NY) garson (0K) A motion to reconsider was laid on
en umenauer ase
AYES—217 Andrews Boswell Chandler the table.
Aderholt Bartlett (MD) Blackburn Baca Boucher Clay Stated for:
Akin Bass Blunt Baird Boyd Clyburn Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, today, | missed roll-
Bachus Bgauprez Boehlert Baldwin Brady (PA) A Conyers call vote number 303: H. Res. 692, to provide
Baker Biggert Boehner Becerra Brown, Corrine Cooper . .
Ballenger Bilirakis Bonilla Bell Capps Costello consideration of H.R. 4663. Had | been
Barrett (SC) Bishop (UT) Bonner Berkley Capuano Cramer present | would have voted “yea” on this vote.
NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request attending the funeral of a district staff
of Ms. PELOSI) for today on account of member.
personal reasons.

Mr. BARTON of Texas (at the request
of Mr. DELAY) for today on account of

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (at the
request of Mr. DELAY) for today after
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2:00 p.m. and the balance of the week
on account of his son’s wedding.

Mr. LINDER (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today until 6:00 p.m. on ac-
count of a commitment in the district.

————
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 4635: An act to provide an extension of
highway, highway safety, motor carrier safe-
ty, transit, and other programs funded out of
the Highway Trust Fund pending enactment
of a law reauthorizing the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century.

————
SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 2017. An act to designate the United
States courthouse and post office building
located at 93 Atocha Street in Ponce, Puerto
Rico, as the “Luis A. Ferré United States
Courthouse and Post Office Building.”’

————

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on June 23, 2004 he presented
to the President of the United States,
for his approval, the following bills.

H.R. 3378. To assist in the conservation of
marine turtles and the nesting habitats of
marine turtles in foreign countries.

H.R. 3504. To amend the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act to
redesignate the American Indian Education
Foundation as the National Fund for Excel-
lence in American Indian Education.

H.R. 4322. To provide for the transfer of the
Nebraska Avenue Naval Complex in the Dis-
trict of Columbia to facilitate the establish-
ment of the headquarters for the Department
of Homeland Security, to provide for the ac-
quisition by the Department of the Navy of
suitable replacement facilities.

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on June 24, 2004 he presented
to the President of the United States,
for his approval, the following bills.

H.R. 4589. To reauthorize the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families block grant
program through September 30, 2004, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 4635. To provide an extension of high-
way, highway safety, motor carrier safety,
transit, and other programs funded out of
the Highway Trust Fund pending enactment
of a law reauthorizing the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century.

———
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 23 minutes
a.m.), the House adjourned until today,
Friday, June 25, 2004, at 9 a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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8772. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Con-
tracting for Architect-Engineer Services
[DFARS Case 2003-D105] received June 16,
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

8773. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Fish,
Shellfish, and Seafood Products [DFARS
Case 2002-D034] received June 16, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

8774. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Follow-On
Production Contracts for Products Devel-
oped Pursuant to Prototype Projects
[DFARS Case 2002-D023] received June 16,
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

8775. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Produc-
tion Surveillance and Reporting [DFARS
Case 2002-D015] received June 16, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

8776. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel/FEMA, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Changes in Flood Elevation Deter-
minations [Docket No. FEMA-D-7557] re-
ceived June 17, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

8777. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland
Security, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations [Docket No. FEMA-B-7446] re-
ceived June 17, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

8778. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel/FEMA, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Changes in Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received June 17, 2004, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

8779. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel/FEMA, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Suspension of Community Eligibility
[Docket No. FEMA-7833] received June 17,
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

8780. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel/FEMA, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Final Flood Elevation Determina-
tions — received June 17, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

8781. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services, Department of Education, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Na-
tional Institute on Disability and Rehabili-
tation Research (RIN: 1820-ZA34) received
June 21, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8782. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services, Department of Education, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Na-
tional Institute on Disability and Rehabili-

June 24, 2004

tation Research (RIN: 1820-ZA37) received
June 21, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8783. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Special Education and Rehabilitative
Services, Department of Education, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Na-
tional Institute on Disability and Rehabili-
tation Research (RIN: 1820-ZA26) received
May 28, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8784. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary, Department of Education, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safe
Schools/Healthy Students (RIN: 1865-ZA02)
received June 3, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8785. A letter from the Director, OSHA
Standards and Guidance, Department of
Labor, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Mechanical Power Transmission Ap-
paratus; Mechanical Power Presses; Tele-
communications; Hyrdrogen — received June
21, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

8786. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Employee Benefits Security Administra-
tion, Department of Labor, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Health Care Con-
tinuation Coverage (RIN: 1210-A A60)
Recieved May 26, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

8787. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule — Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits — received June 2, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

8788. A letter from the DIrector, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Sta., FDA, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Requirements for Liquid Medicated Animal
Feed and Free-Choice Medicated Animal
Feed [Docket No. 1993P-0174] received June
14, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8789. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Sta., FDA, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medical Device Reports; Reports of Correc-
tions and Removals; Establishment Registra-
tion and Device Listing; Premarket Approval
Supplements; Quality System Regulation;
Importation of Electronic Products; Tech-
nical Amendment; Correction — received
May 17, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8790. A letter from the Chief, Policy and
Rules Division, Federal Communications
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Review of Part 15 and other
Parts of the Commission’s Rules [ET Docket
No. 01-278; RM-9375; RM-10051] received June
16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

8791. A letter from the Legal Advisor, Of-
fice of the Bureau Chief, WTB, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Part 97 of the Rules Governing the Amateur
Radio Services [Dkt No.04-140, RM-10313, R
M-10352, RM-10353, RM-10354, RM-10355, RM-
10412, RM-10413, RM-10492, RM-10521, RM-
10582, RM-10620, RM-10621] Amendment of
Section 97.111 of the Amateur Radio Service
Rules to Limit Transmissions of Information
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Bulletins; Conforming Amendments to Part
97 of the Commission’s Rules to Implement
the Worlds Radio Conference 1997 Final Acts;
Amendment of Part 97 to Provide Color-
coded License Documents; Amendment of
Part 97 to Allow Instant Temporary Licens-
ing; Amendment of the Amateur Service
Rules to Limit to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

8792. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Chase City, Virginia,
and Creedmoor, Ahoskie, Gatesville, and
Nashville, North Carolina) [MB Docket No.
03-232; RM-10819] received June 16, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

8793. A letter from the Legal Advisor,
Media Bureau, Federal Communications
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b)
FM Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Sta-
tions. (Glasgow and Bowling Green, Ken-
tucky) [MB Docket No. 04-42; RM-10850] re-
ceived June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8794. A letter from the Legal Advisor to
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Anniston, Ala-
bama) [MB Docket No. 03-229; RM-10795] re-
ceived June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8795. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Arlington, The Dalles,
Moro, Fossil, Astoria, Gladstone, Portland,
Tillamook, Coos Bay, Springfield-Eugene,
Manzanita and Hermiston, Oregon, and Cov-
ington, Trout Lake, Shoreline, Bellingham,
Forks, Hoquiam, Aberdeen, Walla Walla,
Kent, College Place, Long Beach and Ilwaco,
Washington) [MB Docket No. 02-136; RM-
10458; RM-10663, RM-10667, RM-10668] received
June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8796. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule —
Amendment of the Commission’s Rules Re-
garding Dedicated Short-Range Communica-
tion Services in the 5.850-5.925 GHz Band (5.9
GHz Band) [WT Docket No. 01-90] Amend-
ment of Parts 2 and 90 of the Commission’s
Rules to Allocate the 5.850-5.925 GHz Band to
the Mobile Service for Dedicated Short
Range Communications of Intelligent Trans-
portation Services [ET Docket No. 98-95; RM-
9096] received June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

8797. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Arthur and Hazelton,
North Dakota) [MB Docket No. 03-208; RM-
10793] received June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

8798. A letter from the Legal Advisor to
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Roswell, New

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mexico) [MB Docket No. 04-16; RM-10840] re-
ceived June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8799. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, International Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of the
Commission’s Space Station Licensing Rules
and Policies [IB Docket No. 02-34] Mitigation
of Orbital Debris [IB Docket No. 02-54] re-
ceived June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8800. A letter from the Legal Advisor,
International Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of the
Commission’s Space Station Licensing Rules
and Regulations [IB Docket No. 02-34] 2000
Biennial Regulatory Review — Streamlining
and Other Revisions of Part 25 of the Com-
mission’s Rules Governing the Licensing of,
and Spectrum Usage by, Satellite Network
Earth Stations and Space Stations [IB Dock-
et No. 00-248] received June 16, 2004, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

8801. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Voluntary Fire Protection Re-
quirements for Light Water Reactors; Adop-
tion of NFPA 805 as a Risk-Informed, Per-
formance-Based Alternative (RIN: 3150-AG48)
received June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8802. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board, transmitting the Board’s final rule —
Methods of Withdrawing Funds From the
Thrift Savings Plan; Court Orders and Legal
Processes Affecting Thrift Savings Plan Ac-
counts; Loan Program; Thrift Savings Plan—
received June 2, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

8803. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Prevailing Rate Systems;
Change in Federal Wage System Survey Job
(RIN: 3206-AJ79) received May 26, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

8804. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Pay Administration (Gen-
eral) (RIN: 3206-AK47) received May 26, 2004,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

8805. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Physicians’ Comparability
Allowances (RIN: 3206-AJ96) received May 26,
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

8806. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program: Modification of Two-Op-
tion Limitation for Health Benefits Plans
and Continuation of Coverage for Annuitants
Whose Plan Terminates an Option (RIN: 3206-
AK48) received June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

8807. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule —
Amendments to Parts 1, 2, 27, and 90 of the
Commission’s Rules to License Services in
the 216-220 MHz, 1390-1395 MHz, 1427-1429 MHz,
1429-1432 MHz, 1432-1435 MHz, 1670-1675 MHz,
and 2385-2390 MHz Government Transfer
Bands [WT Docket No. 02-8; RM-9267, RM-
9692, RM-9797, RM-9854, RM-9882] received
June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
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8808. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States and
in the Western Pacific; West Coast Salmon
Fisheries; Inseason Action #1 — Adjustments
of the Commercial Fishery from the U.S. —
Canada Border to Cape Falcon, Oregon
[Docket No. 040429134-4135-01; I.D. 051704B] re-
ceived June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

8809. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Zone Off
Alaska; ‘‘Other Flatfish” in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands [Docket No. 031124287-
4060-02; I.D. 060104A] received June 17, 2004,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

8810. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Yellowfish Sole in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands [Docket No.
031124287-4060-02; I.D. 060304C] received June
17, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

8811. A letter from the Acting DIrector, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and
Butterfish Fisheries; Closure of the Quarter

II Fishery for Loligo Squid [Docket
No0.031104274-4011-02; I.D. 060804G] received
June 17, 2004, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

8812. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries off West
Coast States and in the Western Pacific; Pa-
cific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Groundfish
Observer Program [Docket 980702167-4150-03;
I.D. 031901A] (RIN: 0648-AK26] received June
17, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

8813. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Provisions; Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Northeast (NE) Multispecies
Fishery; Amendment 13 Regulatory Amend-
ment [Docket No. 040112010-4167-03;
1.D.122203A] (RIN: 0648-AN17) received June
21, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

8814. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Operations, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife; Sea
Turtle Conservation Requirements [Docket
No. 040412113-4152-01; I.D. 040104C] (RIN: 0648-
AS02) received June 16, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

8815. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary and Acting Director, U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Changes to Representation of Others Before
The United States Patent and Trademark Of-
fice [Docket No. 2002-C-005] (RIN: 0651-AB55)
received June 21, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.
8816. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary and Acting Director, U.S. Patent and
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Trademark Office, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Revision of Power of Attorney and Assign-
ment Practice [Docket No.: 2003-P-019] (RIN:
0651-AB63) received May 26, 2004, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8817. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Procedures for Designating
Classes of Employees as Members of the Spe-
cial Exposure Cohort under the Energy Em-
ployees Occupations Illness Compensation
Program Act of 2000; Final Rule (RIN: 0920-
AAQ7) received May 28, 2004, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8818. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Procurement, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Rep-
resentations and Certifications—Other Than
Commercial Items (RIN: 2700-AC97) received
April 1, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Science.

8819. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Compensation for labor or personal serv-
ices (Rev. Proc. 2004-37) received June 14,
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

8820. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Compensation for Injuries or Sickness
(Also Amounts received Under Accident and
Health Plans) (Rev. Rul. 2004-55) received
June 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

8821. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Weighted Average Interest Rates Update
[Notice 2004-42] received June 14, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. H.R. 3916. A bill to improve circulation
of the $1 coin, create a new bullion coin, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 108-568). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.
[Filed on June 25 (legislative day, June 24), 2004]

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 694. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4614) mak-
ing appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes (Rept.
108-569). Referred to the House Calendar.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina:

H.R. 4677. A bill to name the lake known as
Falls Lake in North Carolina after United
States Senator Jesse Helms; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. DAVIS of Florida:

H.R. 4678. A Dbill to bar certain additional

restrictions on travel and remittances to
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Cuba; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
WATT, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Ms.
LEE, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. BACA, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
EMANUEL, Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, and
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama):

H.R. 4679. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development to pro-
vide assistance for privately owned low- and
moderate-income housing with expiring Fed-
eral subsidies to prevent displacement of
low- and moderate-income tenants, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. HAYWORTH:

H.R. 4680. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to ensure that Indian
tribes and any organizations owned, con-
trolled, or operated by Indian tribes are not
considered employers for purposes of such
Act; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself,
PALLONE, and Mr. MCNULTY):

H.R. 4681. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to establish and
maintain an Internet website that is de-
signed to allow consumers to compare the
usual and customary prices for covered out-
patient drugs sold by retail pharmacies that
participate in the Medicaid Program for each
postal Zip Code, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. DOOLEY of California,
Mr. BASS, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. KIRK, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SHAYS, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. MOORE,
Mrs. CApPPS, Mr. HOYER, and Ms.
SOLIS):

H.R. 4682. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for human em-
bryonic stem cell research; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CLYBURN (for himself, Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina, and Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN):

H.R. 4683. A bill to enhance the preserva-
tion and interpretation of the Gullah/
Geechee cultural heritage, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ENGLISH:

H.R. 4684. A bill to extend the Temporary
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act
of 2002, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KIND (for himself, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. THOMPSON of California,
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOEHLERT,
and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota):

H.R. 4685. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a pilot program
under which up to 15 States may issue elec-
tronic Federal migratory bird hunting
stamps; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. KIND (for himself and Ms.
McCOLLUM):

H.R. 4686. A bill to revitalize the Mis-
sissippi River; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and in addition
to the Committee on Resources, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KIND (for himself and Mr.
OSBORNE):

Mr.

June 24, 2004

H.R. 4687. A bill to amend part C of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to require
Medicare Advantage (MA) organizations to
pay for critical access hospital services and
rural health clinic services at a rate that is
at least 101 percent of the payment rate oth-
erwise applicable under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GILCHREST (for himself, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SCHROCK, Mr.
CARDIN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. PLATTS,
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. HOYER, and
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland):

H.R. 4688. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to reauthorize
the Chesapeake Bay Program; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. GREEN of Texas (for himself,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FROST,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr. ENGEL):

H.R. 4689. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide Medicare
beneficiaries with access to geriatric assess-
ments and chronic care management, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington:

H.R. 4690. A bill to transfer certain lands
along the Cle Elum River in the State of
Washington to the administrative jurisdic-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, to sup-
port a land exchange involving a portion of
such lands, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. HEFLEY (for himself,
BEAUPREZ, and Mr. TANCREDO):

H.R. 4691. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in a feasibility
study relating to long-term water needs for
the area served by the Fryingpan-Arkansas
Project, Colorado, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. INSLEE (for himself, Mrs. WIL-
SON of New Mexico, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. DICKS, Mr. LARSEN
of Washington, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
UpALL of New Mexico, Mr. PEARCE,
and Mr. BAIRD):

H.R. 4692. A bill to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to permit qualifying
States to use a portion of their allotments
under the State children’s health insurance
program for any fiscal year for certain Med-
icaid expenditures, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H.R. 4693. A Dbill to require persons who
seek to retain seed harvested from the plant-
ing of patented seeds to register with the
Secretary of Agriculture and pay fees set by
the Secretary for retaining such seed, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island (for
himself and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN):

H.R. 4694. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to provide for mental health

Mr.
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screening and treatment services, to amend
the Public Health Service Act to provide for
integration of mental health services and
mental health treatment outreach teams,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. LARSEN of Washington:

H.R. 4695. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to extend the redesignation period
for certain Historically Underutilized Busi-
ness Zones (HUBZones) in States with per-
sistently high unemployment; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

By Mr. MCHUGH:

H.R. 4696. A bill to promote the use of an-
aerobic digesters by agricultural producers
and rural small businesses to produce renew-
able energy and improve environmental
quality; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MCHUGH:

H.R. 4697. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a permanent
extension of the credit for producing elec-
tricity from wind; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MCHUGH:

H.R. 4698. A bill to establish a grant pro-
gram to support cluster-based economic de-
velopment efforts; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Financial
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MCHUGH:

H.R. 4699. A bill to establish a grant pro-
gram to support broadband-based economic
development efforts; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Financial
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MCINNIS:

H.R. 4700. A bill to provide special author-
ity to the Secretary of Agriculture to convey
certain Forest Service administrative sites
in the White River National Forest in Colo-
rado, to reserve the proceeds from such con-
veyances to help resolve the facilities needs
of that national forest, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
and Mr. GRIJALVA):

H.R. 4701. A bill to provide for entitlement
to dependents’ and survivors’ benefits under
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program under title II of the Social Se-
curity Act based on permanent partnership
as well as marriage; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER:

H.R. 4702. A bill to require farmers to be of-
fered supplemental crop insurance based on
an area yield and loss plan of insurance; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. OSBORNE (for himself, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, and Mr. FORD):

H.R. 4703. A Dbill to establish a Federal
Youth Development Council to improve the
administration and coordination of Federal
programs serving youth, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. OSE (for himself, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, and
Mr. DOOLEY of California):
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H.R. 4704. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish tax credits for
climate neutral combustion technologies; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POMEROY:

H.R. 4705. A bill to provide crop and live-
stock disaster assistance; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mr.
FARR, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms.
LEE, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. CASE, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. HONDA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. SCHIFF):

H.R. 4706. A bill to amend the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act to provide for stewardship of fish-
ery resources for the American public, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself and Mr.
HOUGHTON):

H.R. 4707. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives to
encourage diversity of ownership of tele-
communications businesses, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Small Business, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio:

H.R. 4708. A Dbill to allow workers certified
to receive trade adjustment assistance under
the Trade Act of 1974 who are rehired by the
same employer to continue to receive such
assistance if they are subsequently unable to
work because of a lock-out in the course of
a labor dispute; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 4709. A bill to amend the Uniform
Code of Military Justice to bring sexual as-
sault crimes under military law into parallel
with sexual assault crimes under Federal
law, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Ms. SLAUGHTER (for herself, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Mr. GRIJALVA):

H.R. 4710. A bill to clarify the congres-
sional intent concerning, and to codify, cer-
tain requirements of the Communications
Act of 1934 that ensure that broadcasters af-
ford reasonable opportunity for the discus-
sion of conflicting views on issues of public
importance; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. SNYDER (for himself and Mr.
BOOZMAN):

H.R. 4711. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to eliminate reductions of basic
pay for eligibility for basic educational as-
sistance for veterans under the Montgomery
GI Bill; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. TIAHRT (for himself, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. NORwWOOD, and Mr.
WILSON of South Carolina):

H.R. 4712. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 with respect to
enforcement provisions; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. MCGOVERN (for himself, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. HONDA):

H. Con. Res. 465. Concurrent resolution
commending the efforts of women in the Re-
public of Colombia to promote peace; to the
Committee on International Relations.

H4927

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, and
Mr. LANTOS):

H. Con. Res. 466. Concurrent resolution
urging the Government of India to conduct a
thorough and transparent investigation of
the scope of abusive child labor in circuses
throughout India and to pursue immediate
and effective remedies to end such abuse, and
to provide immediate and continuous police
protection to secure the personal safety of
Kailash Satyarthi, his family, and his col-
leagues in the South Asian Coalition Against
Child Servitude; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. WYNN,
Ms. LEE, Ms. MAJETTE, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. ScorT of Georgia,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
DAvis of Alabama, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
TOWNS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. OWENS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WATT,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. CORRINE
BROWN of Florida, Ms. WATSON, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. FORD, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr.
BISHOP of Georgia):

H. Con. Res. 467. Concurrent resolution de-
claring genocide in Darfur, Sudan; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.

WYNN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
HONDA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
and Mr. MATSUI):

H. Res. 695. A resolution expressing the
condolences of the House of Representatives
to the family and friends of Mattie Stepanek
on his passing, and honoring the life of
Mattie Stepanek for his braveness, gen-
erosity of spirit, and efforts to raise aware-
ness of muscular dystrophy; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. FROST:

H. Res. 696. A resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3767) to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act to de-
liver a meaningful benefit and lower pre-
scription drug prices under the Medicare
Program; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio (for himself and
Mr. MANZULLO):

H. Res. 697. A resolution urging the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China to
take certain actions regarding exports of
coke; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

———

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Mr. MILLER of Florida introduced A bill
(H.R. 4713) for the relief of Christine L.
Barrott; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

———————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 99: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
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. 173:
. 284:
. 303:
. 344:
. 594:

. MCCOTTER.

. HASTINGS of Washington.
. HERSETH.

. OTTER.

. HERSETH.

. 715: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 792: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. NEUGEBAUER,
Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts.

H.R. 953: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 962: Mr. WU.

H.R. 1080: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1355: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1466: Mr. HOEFFEL.

H.R. 1501: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. BORDALLO, and
Mr. CASE.

H.R. 1563: Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 1684: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. SKELTON.

H.R. 1746: Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 1824: Mr. CRANE.

H.R. 2079: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 2176: Mr. LARSEN of Washington and
Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 2239: Mr. KANJORSKI.

H.R. 2262: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 2318: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 2387: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2536: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. BOEHLERT, and
Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 2598: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 2959: Mr. ISRAEL and Mr. PORTER.

H.R. 3009: Ms. HARRIS and Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 3148: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. R0OSS, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Ms. MAJETTE, Mr. DICKS, and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 3180: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 3192: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
DAVIS of Florida, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. REYES.

H.R. 3194: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 3313: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. OTTER.

H.R. 3327: Mr. CASE.

H.R. 3424: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 3425: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 356568: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, and Mr. GIBBONS.

H.R. 3574: Ms. DUNN.

H.R. 3579: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. LAN-
TOS.

H.R. 3619: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 3642: Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 3672: Ms. HERSETH.

H.R. 3676: Ms. TIERNEY.

H.R. 3684: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. KLINE.

H.R. 3728: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 3767: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr.
FROST.

H.R. 3804: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 3810: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 3831: Mr. CASE, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. EVANS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. FARR,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms.
WATERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. SABO, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BECERRA, Mr.
HonDA, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
MATSUI, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.
CAPPS, and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 3858: Mr. BEAUPREZ, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-
egon, Mr. MCCOTTER, and Mr. BOEHNER.

H.R. 3988: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 4026: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 4046: Mr. BisHOP of New York, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. FROST, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
McHUGH, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BOEHLERT, and Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 4067: Mr. LANGEVIN and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 4093: Mr. GRIJALVA.
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H.R. 4097: Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 4100: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. HoLT, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. McNULTY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LEE, Mr.
STARK, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms. MCCAR-
THY of Missouri, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. INSLEE, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. FORD, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 4110: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Ms.
LEE.

H.R. 4119: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. MARSHALL, and Mr. GREEN of
Texas.

H.R. 4124: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 4131: Mr. OSE and Mr. FOSSELLA.

H.R. 4150: Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 4169: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, and Mr. JONES of
North Carolina.

H.R. 4187: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. MARIO DI1AZ-BALART of Florida,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 4206: Mr. FrROST, Mr. MCNULTY, and
Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 4207: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 4242: Mr. REYES.

H.R. 4261: Mr. MEEK of Florida.

H.R. 4263: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. BISHOP of
New York, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. WEINER, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HoLT, and Ms.
SOLIS.

H.R. 4269: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 4284: Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
PAUL and Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 4303: Mr. McNULTY, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, and Mr.
MCCOTTER.

H.R. 4306: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.

H.R. 4343: Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 4354: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 4415: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. ACKERMAN, and
Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 4420: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SESSIONS, and
Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 4430: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. BRADY of Texas.

H.R. 4433: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 4440: Mr. CARTER and Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 4449: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 4472: Mr. FROST, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
McNULTY, Mr. JOHN, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 4502: Ms. NORTON, Mr. MCINNIS, and
Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 4511: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
GRIJALVA, and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 4521: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 4530: Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 4533: Mr. NUNES.

H.R. 4561: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 4576: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.

KLINE, Mr. PENCE, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. PETRI,
and Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 4584: Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 4600: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
WHITFIELD, and Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee.

H.R. 4608: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 4610: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. HARMAN,
Mr. HONDA, Mr. FILNER, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. CARDOZA, Ms. SoLIS, Mr.
MCNULTY, and Mr. BECERRA.

H.R. 4622: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, and Mr. ISAKSON.
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H.R. 4634: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, Mr. FERGUSON, and Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina.

H.R. 4636: Mr. MATHESON, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. JENKINS, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. COOPER, and Mr.

CARDOZA.
H.R. 4655: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.

BLUMENAUER, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 4671: Mr. TOWNS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H. Con. Res. 330: Mr. RANGEL and Mr.
GUTIERREZ.

H. Con. Res. 375: Mr. MATSUI, Ms. LEE, and
Mr. DEUTSCH.

H. Con. Res. 418: Ms. McCoLLUM and Mr.
MCCOTTER.

H. Con. Res. 431: Mr. MARSHALL.

H. Con. Res. 442: Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GUTKNECHT,
Mr. INSLEE, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. KLECZKA.

H. Con. Res. 459: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Kentucky, and Mr. SHIMKUS.

H. Con. Res. 462: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. LEACH,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
MCcCOTTER, Mrs. DAvVIs of California, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
SOUDER, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. WU, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DEUTSCH, and
Mr. KING of New York.

Res. 60: Mr. SHAW.

Res. 466: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

Res. 485: Mr. CoLE and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.
Res. 566: Mr. GREENWOOD.

Res. 570: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER.

Res. 667: Mr. EVANS and Mrs. MYRICK.

Res. 687: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and
Mr. SABO.

H. Res. 688: Mr. WELLER and Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4614
OFFERED BY: MR. KING OF IoWA

AMENDMENT No. 3. At the end of the bill
(before the short title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act that are provided to the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service or a
State department of natural resources for
the purpose of carrying out habitat restora-
tion measures for endangered species pursu-
ant to the Corps of Engineers Missouri River
Master Water Control Manual may be used
for any other purpose.

H.R. 4614
OFFERED BY: MS. NORTON

AMENDMENT No. 4. Page 3, line 17, after the
dollar amount insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $20,000,000) (reduced by
$20,000,000)’.

H.R. 4614
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT No. 5. Page 19, line 14, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ““(in-
creased by $30,000,000)"".

Page 23, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $30,000,000)".
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The Senate met at 10:01 a.m. and was U.S. SENATE, UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-

called to order by the Honorable CHRIS-
TOPHER S. BOND, a Senator from the
State of Missouri.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Lord, You are good. You chase our
enemies into dark places and restrain
those who plot against Your provi-
dence. No matter how strong evil may
seem, O Lord, it is doomed because of
Your power.

Strengthen our Nation. Snap the
chains that bind it to anything that is
not noble and true. Inspire our Sen-
ators with Your invincible presence.
Help them to look to the hill from
whence comes celestial help. Remind
them that they are never alone, for
You have promised to be with us until
time is transformed into eternity.

Help us to remember that neither life
nor death, angels nor principalities,
powers nor problems, heights nor
depths, past nor future, demons nor
darkness can separate us from Your
wondrous love. Empower us to so live
that generations to come will call us
blessed. Amen.

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CHRISTOPHER S. BOND
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC., June 24, 2004.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of Rule I, paragraph
3, of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I
hereby appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER
S. BOND, a Senator from the State of Mis-
souri, to perform the duties of the Chair.

TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BOND thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

—————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
————
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing I again congratulate Chairman
WARNER and Senator LEVIN for their ef-
forts throughout the Defense author-
ization bill. We were able to pass that
bill last night. Looking at my notes,
we had approximately 175 amendments
disposed of over the course of 16 days of
consideration and 31 rollcall votes. A
lot of hard work, a lot of good negotia-
tion, brought a very good bill, as re-
flected in the ultimate vote. I do want
to thank both the managers who got us
through the bill. That was the author-
ization.

Now we have a Defense appropria-
tions bill ahead of us. Chairman STE-
VENS is prepared to begin that legisla-
tion, and we expect to finish that bill
prior to the recess. We will be con-
sulting further with the Democratic
leadership, and hopefully we will have
that scheduled shortly.

Immediately this morning we will be
proceeding to executive session for the
consideration of the nomination of one
of our former colleagues, Jack Dan-
forth, to be U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations.

MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous
consent that there be 1 hour of debate
equally divided between the chairman
and ranking member or designees, and
that following that time, the Senate
proceed to a vote on the nomination;
provided further that following the
vote, the President be immediately no-
tified of the Senate’s action and the
Senate then resume legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

————————

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. REID. Madam President, it is my
understanding the two leaders do not
expect a recorded vote on that.

Mr. FRIST. That is correct. The
nomination will not require a rollcall
vote, and at the conclusion of the de-
bate, Senator Danforth will be con-
firmed by voice vote.

In addition, we have the remaining
judicial nominations to dispose of.
There are four that will be scheduled
for votes with no debate necessary.
There are two we will lock in for votes
following 1 hour of debate, and I expect
to ask that consent momentarily.
There is also one further nomination
that will require a longer debate pe-
riod, and we are consulting with Mem-
bers as to whether to schedule that de-
bate and vote.

In addition to these nominations,
there are a number of ambassadorships
we hope to consider prior to adjourn-
ing, although we do not anticipate roll-
call votes on these.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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There are other issues, including
Burma sanctions, that we will likely
address over the course of the day and
tomorrow.

Finally, I would reiterate the need to
finish the Defense appropriations meas-
ure. It is a priority for completion, and
we need to work together to get that
bill passed before the July 4 recess. We
have spent 4 weeks on the Defense au-
thorization where Senators have de-
bated the issues and had ample oppor-
tunity to bring issues to the floor on
defense and debate those. Thus, we
should be able to proceed expeditiously
on the Defense appropriations bill. It is
now time to make sure we have the ap-
propriate resources to support our
troops, and we will continue to move
forward.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at a time de-
termined by the majority leader, with
the concurrence of the Democratic
leader, the Senate proceed to executive
session for the consideration of Execu-
tive Calendar No. 591, the nomination
of Diane Sykes to be a U.S. Circuit
Judge for the Seventh Circuit. I further
ask unanimous consent that there be 60
minutes of debate equally divided in
the usual form and that following that
debate, the Senate proceed to a vote on
the confirmation of the nomination
with no intervening action or debate;
provided further that immediately fol-
lowing that vote, the Senate proceed to
a vote on the confirmation of Execu-
tive Calendar No. 604, Peter Hall to be
U.S. Circuit Judge for the Second Cir-
cuit, again with no intervening action
or debate. I finally ask consent that
following these votes, the President be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate then resume
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FRIST. I yield the floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JOHN C. DAN-

FORTH TO BE REPRESENTATIVE
OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO SESSIONS OF THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

NOMINATION OF JOHN C. DAN-
FORTH TO BE REPRESENTATIVE
OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO THE UNITED NA-
TIONS WITH THE RANK AND
STATUS OF AMBASSADOR EX-
TRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY, AND REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA IN THE SECURITY
COUNCIL OF THE UNITED NA-
TIONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will go
into executive session for consider-
ation en bloc of the following nomina-
tions which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of John C. Danforth, of
Missouri, to be Representative of the
United States of America to the Ses-
sions of the General Assembly of the
United Nations during his tenure of
service as Representative of the United
States of America to the United Na-
tions; John C. Danforth of Missouri, to
be Representative of the United States
of America to the United Nations, with
the rank and status of Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary, and
Representative of the United States of
America in the Security Council of the
United Nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 1 hour of debate equally di-
vided on the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, on be-
half of the manager of the nomination,
the Senator from Indiana, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, it is a
privilege to rise today to commend to
this body the confirmation of an indi-
vidual whom I have had the honor of
calling a colleague for over 30 years,
and someone Members of this body
have known for a long time. That is
our good friend, former Senator John
C. Danforth. There was something very
delicious about the fact that the clerk
noted he will become Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary. That
kind of sums it up.

Jack Danforth is an outstanding in-
dividual who will be having great re-
sponsibilities serving the United States
as Ambassador at the United Nations.

Most of us who are familiar with
Jack know of his many accomplish-
ments and attributes. But there is one
quality that always comes to mind
when you ask people what do you know
about or what do you think about when
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you think of Jack Danforth? The peo-
ple who have worked with him and
have had an opportunity to watch him
would say one word: integrity. This is a
man of great integrity, as well as dedi-
cation and compassion, and even a dry
sense of humor, when appropriate.

Senator Danforth was born in St.
Louis County and graduated from St.
Louis Country Day High School. He
graduated from Princeton University
in 1958, and then Yale University Law
School and Divinity School in 1963. He
was admitted to practice in New York
in 1963, and that same year he was or-
dained as part of the clergy of the Epis-
copal Church. As we all recently saw,
he participated in the services hon-
oring our late, great President Ronald
Reagan.

I have been to many services con-
ducted by Rev. John C. Danforth. One
that particularly affected this body
was the memorial service for our late
colleague, John Heinz, the Senator
from Pennsylvania. I can tell you,
when we went to Pittsburgh for those
services, there were many very deeply
hurt and troubled Senators. There is
not much one would think could be
said, but Jack Danforth was able to
bring us together and give us hope and
help lighten the burden of that loss.

In addition, obviously, to being a
clergyman, Jack began his political ca-
reer in 1969, serving as Attorney Gen-
eral of Missouri, using his legal back-
ground. I had the privilege to serve as
an assistant attorney general under
him and was grateful for the oppor-
tunity to be there, to learn the high
standards he set and demanded not
only for himself but for everybody who
worked for him.

In the Senate, to which he was elect-
ed in 1976, he served as chairman of the
Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation. He served on the Fi-
nance Committee and undertook many
important responsibilities. He was a
leader in the passage of the civil rights
legislation that was enacted by the
Congress. He went back to Missouri to
resume the practice of law in St. Louis.
Really, I think he went back to spend
more time with his wonderful wife
Sally, who is a tremendous friend to
many of us who have a chance to know
her, and his grandchildren, and also to
watch Cardinal baseball.

Jack was called upon by President
Bush to broker peace in the civil war in
Sudan that had claimed some 2 million
lives. He worked tirelessly and com-
mitted himself to improving the lives
of others. He demonstrated once again
to the U.S.—and this time to the
world—his ability to understand and
simplify complex political problems.

About 2 weeks ago, he called me at
my home in Missouri and said: The
President asked me to take on another
assignment. I said: Jack, I hope it is
not as dangerous an assignment as
Sudan. He said: No, he asked me to be
representative to the United Nations. I
said: I think that may be less dan-
gerous, I am not sure. We certainly
hope it will be.
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But I told him I could not think of
someone who is better able to serve the
United States. When our reputation
and status in the world is being ques-
tioned—I happen to think unfairly and
incorrectly—it is a matter of fact that
we need a man of Jack Danforth’s fair-
ness and integrity to represent us in
the U.N., to reach out to other nations.
He will know when to assert our Na-
tion’s sovereignty and how to do so
with a spirit of humbleness and co-
operation, as he has shown me. I ask
this body to confirm him unanimously.

I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask that the time be charged
equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
yield myself as much time as I may re-
quire for this statement from the time
allocated to our side.

Madam President, today the Senate
will have the opportunity to consider
many nominations for diplomatic posts
of some very talented Americans who
have made themselves available for
public service—some as a career, and
others for temporary periods—and who
have come before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in formal hear-
ings, and whom the committee has sent
to the floor for action by the Senate. It
is my hope these nominations will be
acted upon favorably today.

It is important to our country that
these ambassadors and representatives
to various other international organi-
zations be in place as rapidly as pos-
sible. In an often-changing and some-
times dangerous world, we need that
leadership. Our committee has tried to
act in an expeditious manner to pro-
vide a fair degree of certainty to Sen-
ators, and a confidence level that these
are good nominees who will represent
our country well.

Prominent among those whom we
recommend today is our former col-
league, Senator John Danforth of Mis-
souri. It is a great pleasure for me to
address the nomination of Senator
Danforth before the Senate now in this
specific debate on his nomination. As a
result of his three distinguished terms
as a Senator from Missouri, he is well
known to many Members of the Senate
and to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. It turns out that eight of us
served with Senator Danforth in this
body. We were able to identify our-
selves during the hearing.

I had the privilege of coming into the
Senate with Senator Danforth after the
election of 1976, sworn in early in Janu-
ary, and had the pleasure of serving
with him throughout the 18 years of his
tenure.

After entering with Senator Dan-
forth, as did Senator PAUL SARBANES of
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Maryland and Senator ORRIN HATCH of
Utah, in what was a large class of Sen-
ators—eight Democrats and eight Re-
publicans coming in as new Senators
from the election of 1976—those of us
who had the privilege of serving with
him can certainly attest to his integ-
rity, his intellect, his sound judgment,
and his good humor.

President Bush has made a very wise
choice, in my judgment, for an ex-
tremely important position. The Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations signaled
its agreement by voting him out of
committee unanimously last Tuesday.

I will mention parenthetically that
in a meeting at the White House this
morning, President Bush asked specifi-
cally for consideration for the leader-
ship on the part of those of us on both
sides of the aisle to make certain we
are represented at the United Nations
as our now-Ambassador to the United
Nations, Ambassador Negroponte, goes
on to these very important responsibil-
ities in setting up the new embassy in
Iraaq.

The job before Senator Danforth is a
daunting one that will require all of his
talents and his experience. As the Se-
curity Council vote 2 weeks ago on Iraqg
demonstrated, critical decisions are
being made at the United Nations that
have a huge impact on the outcome in
Iraq, on the welfare of our troops there,
and on peace in the world.

Success in Iraq is unlikely to be
achieved without the active coopera-
tion of many other nations, reinforced
by the international legitimacy that
can be secured and underlined at the
United Nations.

Beyond Iraq, that same week, the
United Nations Security Council met
to discuss sanctions on Liberia, the
peacekeeping mission in Cypress, and
weapons of mass destruction generally.
Other United Nations bodies addressed
in that same week issues as divergent
as women’s rights, the need for greater
access to potable water in this world,
efforts to expand freedom of expres-
sion, and the role that primary edu-
cation plays in childhood development.
The United Nations remains the focal
point of our multilateral diplomacy on
s0 many fronts.

Being U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations requires one not only to deal
with policies and politics in New York,
it requires one to manage these same
issues back here in Washington where
many in Congress are sometimes skep-
tical of the United Nations procedures.

Our U.N. Ambassador must be able to
explain to Congress why it is impor-
tant to pay our dues and to pay them
on time, and why peacekeeping oper-
ations can benefit the United States.
Every U.N. peacekeeper in the Congo,
Haiti, and East Timor allows U.S.
troops to focus on our missions in Iraq,
Afghanistan, and elsewhere.

At the same time, our Ambassador
must be a forceful spokesperson for
greater efficiency and transparency at
the United Nations and an intolerance
of corruption at the United Nations.
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The recent revelations regarding the
Oil-for-Food Program remind us that
close oversight must be part of our role
at the U.N.

Senator Danforth’s years of experi-
ence in Washington ensure that he will
keep Congress informed about U.S.
policies at the U.N. His talents as a
bridgebuilder and a communicator will
serve him well as he seeks to articulate
both to the world and to the Congress
the nuances of his work in New York.

Since leaving the Senate, Senator
John Danforth has continued his com-
mitment to public service. From 1999
to 2001, he headed the independent in-
quiry into the Branch Davidian stand-
off at Waco, TX. Since September of
2001, he has served as President Bush’s
special envoy for peace in troubled
Sudan where he has devoted his time
and his talents to reducing the suf-
fering in that troubled nation.

In this capacity, he has made seven
trips to Sudan and other nations in the
region. This experience will be particu-
larly useful when the United Nations
Security Council begins debate on
whether to send peacekeepers to try to
maintain the fragile peace framework
signed in Nairobi on June 5. We wish
him success in this endeavor and pray
this framework evolves into a formal
peace agreement that finally ends the
civil war that has resulted in more
than 2 million deaths and over 4 mil-
lion displaced persons.

The United States and the United
Nations must work together in Sudan,
Iraq, Haiti, Afghanistan, and many
other trouble spots throughout the
world. American credibility in the
world, progress in the war on ter-
rorism, and our relationships with our
allies will be greatly affected by what
can be accomplished at the United Na-
tions in the coming months and years.

Senator Danforth is eminently quali-
fied to meet these and other chal-
lenges. We recognize the deep personal
commitment necessary to undertake
this difficult assignment. We are grate-
ful that a leader of his stature is will-
ing to step forward. I recommend Sen-
ator John Danforth to the full Senate
and ask my colleagues to send him on
his way to New York with a unanimous
vote.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I wish
to join my colleague, the chairman of
the full committee, today in support of
the nomination of an old friend, Jack
Danforth, to be Ambassador to the
United Nations. As many of us, I have
known Jack for a lot of years, and I
have an inordinately high regard for
him. The one point I continue to mar-
vel at, but I am not at all surprised at,
is that he keeps answering the call.
Every tough job he is asked to do—in
or out of government—he steps up to
the plate and he does it. I think having
Jack Danforth at the United Nations is
going to be a very positive thing.
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People say we should have profes-
sional diplomats. Jack Danforth is a
professional diplomat. Jack Danforth
is the ultimate professional diplomat.
Jack Danforth knows how people
think. From his years as an ordained
minister, as a Senator, and an attorney
general of his State, he knows how peo-
ple think and feel and move. But,
Madam President, do you know what I
like best about Jack Danforth going to
the United Nations? He will be abso-
lutely straight—absolutely straight.

I have an incredibly high regard for
Ambassador Negroponte, for whom I
voted to become Ambassador to Iraq,
probably the toughest job in the bag
these days. This is not meant as a re-
flection on Ambassador Negroponte.
But Jack Danforth has the stature to
g0 to the President and say: Mr. Presi-
dent, I disagree; I think you should
not. Or “I would recommend the fol-
lowing.” He has the stature, just be-
cause of who Jack Danforth is—just be-
cause he knows. There are some men
and women who just possess it. He pos-
sesses it. He has the stature. We know
the expression, ‘‘command presence.”
Jack Danforth has command presence.
What makes me feel good is the Presi-
dent is going to get unvarnished advice
from Jack. Jack is a team player. Jack
is a supporter of the President. Jack
feels strongly that the President’s mis-
sion is correct. But Jack will also, if he
disagrees, not hesitate one minute to,
in my view, privately tell the Presi-
dent. I think every President is best
served when he has women and men
around him with the conviction to tell
the President honestly what they
think.

When you walk into that White
House, when you walk into that Oval
Office, it is an intimidating place if
you do not walk in with your shoulders
back, your head up, and understand
what your responsibility is. That is the
quality in Jack that I am excited about
in his going to the United Nations.

He also has stature, in my view, to
turn to the French or Chinese or Brit-
ish Ambassadors, for example, and pri-
vately say: Look, cut this stuff this is
what we have to get done. This is how
we should try to work this.

I think stature matters in this job—
at this moment, at this time, and in
this administration. I think Jack Dan-
forth has always stepped up to the crit-
ical moments in recent history. As the
June 30 deadline for transfer of sov-
ereignty in Iraq occurs very shortly,
Iraq is one of many urgent issues on
the United Nations agenda. There are
many others: Sudan, Afghanistan,
Haiti, just to name three.

The administration seems to have fi-
nally discovered the virtue of the
United Nations. That sounds like a bit
of a snide remark for me to stand here
and say that the administration ‘‘fi-
nally discovered.” But literally, I say
“finally,” because this administration
ran for office and came to office ex-
pressing verbally, in writing and in
their actions—it would be extreme to
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say ‘‘disdain” but not a particularly
high regard for the United Nations.
However, since then, the President has
honored the United Nations by going to
it and making clear America’s position
on the most urgent issues of the day.

Now the administration is back in
the United Nations with both feet and
is trying to rally international support
in a way that, quite frankly, I hoped
and wished we had done a year ago, or
longer.

The reason I mention this is not to
highlight when the administration
should or should not have done it. I
mention returning to the United Na-
tions because it coincides with Jack
Danforth being at the helm there. I
think that his being there is good for
this country. The administration, in
its successful and unanimous vote on
Security Council Resolution 1546 on
June 11, moved in a direction in which
it had been hesitant to move, in my
view, before. That is good news because
we have squandered a number of mean-
ingful opportunities to share the bur-
den in Iraq. I hope we do not miss any
more. I know Senator Danforth’s lead-
ership can make a real difference on
that front.

Last weekend, Senator LINDSEY GRA-
HAM of South Carolina, Senator
DASCHLE, the Democratic leader from
South Dakota, and I traveled to Iraq,
Kuwait, and Jordan. The trip con-
firmed to me that turning over sov-
ereignty on June 30 in Iraq is a starting
point. It is not a turning point in the
transition to self-government. I remain
absolutely convinced that we can still
get this right in Iraq and that we have
to try because of the profound stakes
we have in a successful transition.
There is so much to lose if it fails.

We have to start leveling with the
American people about what is and
what is not happening on June 30. We
are handing over sovereignty, but we
are not handing over capacity. That is
not a criticism. It is not as if we should
be in a position to be able to hand over
capacity. I think we could have been in
a position to hand over much more, but
it is not a criticism.

By ‘‘capacity,” I mean the ability of
the Iraqis to provide security for them-
selves, to defend their borders, to de-
feat insurgency, to deliver services, to
run a government, and to begin to set
a foundation for economic success.
What is so frustrating is that because
of a series of very wrong judgments, we
lost at least a year in effectively build-
ing that capacity. As a result, we have
made an inherently difficult mission
even harder.

If there is anyplace where humility is
in order, it is in suggesting how we
should proceed in Iraq. I remember
when the distinguished chairman, Sen-
ator HAGEL, and I visited Iraq last Au-
gust and we sat with Ambassador
Bremer. My friend may remember my
looking at Ambassador Bremer in the
only room in that whole facility that
had air-conditioning and saying: Mr.
Ambassador, I want to make it clear to
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you I think if the Lord Almighty came
down and sat in the middle of this con-
ference table and gave you the precise
answer to the next 20 critical decisions
you have to make, we still only have a
65-percent chance of getting this right.

Nobody has ever done this before.
The Ottomans could not get it done.
The Persians could not get it done. The
Brits could not get it done. And they
are not even dealing with what the
country is today. Iraq is a polyglot
made up of essentially what was left
over in the region of three groups of
noble people.

The fact is, this is a hard job by any
standard. The central question is what
we can do between June 30 when the
sovereignty is handed over, and Decem-
ber of 2005 when a constitutionally
elected Iraqi government is supposed to
be seated. What can we do in that in-
terim to help build that government
that will be seated in December 20057
What can we do to help build the ca-
pacity for it to stand on its own? I
think this should not be the sole re-
sponsibility of the United States.

The international community,
through a unanimous vote on Security
Council Resolution 1546, made clear
that Iraq is the world’s problem. All of
the Security Council voted in favor of
that. They voted for elements of the
whole. One of the elements, for exam-
ple, just to note parenthetically, says
that there will be provided a brigade,
4,000 troops, to protect the U.N. when
they go back in. What was not stated is
who will provide the troops.

There are many other elements that
the unanimous resolution laid out in
the Security Council. The Permanent
Five, and other members of the Secu-
rity Council signed on. They did not
just sign on saying the United States
can stay. They signed on saying that
Iraq is the world’s responsibility.

The reason I go into this is to de-
scribe that it is going to take a man of
Jack Danforth’s stature—while we are
working it from State, while
Negroponte is working it from Bagh-
dad, while the President is working
from the White House—to work out the
problem of how we get the world’s
major powers, Iraq’s neighbors, and
leading international institutions such
as NATO, to pick up empowering the
Iraqis to govern.

In a nutshell, I believe we are going
to have to, and Senator Danforth is
going to have to play a part in getting
other nations to help us train and
equip Iraqi security services—including
the police and the army—commit to
defeat the insurgency, and provide se-
curity for Iraqi elections, which is
going to require a surge of forces, not
a reduction of forces. They should not
all be U.S. military forces. The rest of
the world has to get in on the deal,
preferably with NATO and other for-
eign troops.

We need civil affairs experts from our
allies, and more special forces and in-
telligence assets from America. We
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have to provide, as called for in UN Se-
curity Council Resolution 1546, a spe-
cial brigade, ideally from NATO, to
protect the U.N. mission in Iraq, whose
presence is critical for successful elec-
tions.

I know the Presiding Officer knows
this but maybe not all of our col-
leagues have not focused on this: Thou-
sands of polling places are going to
have to open up. There are going to be
U.N. people going into villages and
going into towns throughout Iraq, over
the next 6 months, to set up for the
first election. That is going to be dan-
gerous business. You have Zarqawi and
others announcing that they are going
to try to kill not only the interim gov-
ernment, but anybody who participates
in making this work. So we need to as-
sist the U.N. in doing its job—which is
essential for our ultimate exit strat-
egy—which is to support a secure Iraqi
government—secure within its borders,
not a threat to its neighbors, and not
harboring weapons of mass destruction
or terrorists.

How do we get from here to there?
Jack, Senator Danforth, is going to
have his hands full. We have to deploy
an army of technical experts, primarily
from other countries, to help Iraq run
its government, and deliver essential
services like electricity, water, and
sanitation. By the way, I am not just
talking about the major projects. The
Russians pulled back from what
seemed to them a pretty good contract,
a contract to go out there and build
electrical power capacity. Their folks
were getting shot and Kkilled, so they
pulled back.

But there are thousands of little
projects that are going to determine
whether we succeed or fail in Iraq. One
of the most impressive commanders I
have met, and I spent a couple of hours
with him in a briefing—is the Com-
mander of the First Cavalry, an incred-
ibly proud unit.

He said to all of us: Senators, look, I
leave my tanks back in America. My
tank drivers are now infantrymen. My
infantrymen I had associated with this
are now engineers.

On his big screen during this briefing
he showed us Humvees. He has Sadr
City as his responsibility. He showed
Humvees going through sewage lit-
erally up to their hubcaps.

There is a company out in California
that has done a remarkable job. It has
created overlays for a number of
things, such as utilities, that you
would think were disparate and had
nothing to do with one another. The
overlays show where the greatest phys-
ical needs are, in terms of pollution
and water problems, for example. Then
the company overlaid, on top of that
grid, a diagram of where the most
fighters are coming from, and where
the most terror is coming from.

This commander of the First Cavalry
said: Take a look. In the places where
we have gone in and done relatively
small projects, such as getting potable
water to homes, I don’t have people
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coming out of and killing my guys and
women. He said, Do you know what I
need? I need a better mix of troops—
not better troops but a better mix of
troops and capability. He said there is
about $450 million worth of projects
that he has agreed and laid on, in Sadr
City.

This is a commander who can shoot
straight and kill. This is a serious guy.
He said: You help me clean up the
sewer, I will clean up Sadr City and I
will get us peace in that area.

We have a lot of needs. The U.N. reso-
lution, in my view, signs on the inter-
national community. Now it is time for
them to sign up to take on some of
these responsibilities.

The other thing we have to do, in
which Senator Danforth is going to
have to play a major part, is insist that
other countries follow through on their
financial pledges for more assistance,
and demand that they provide signifi-
cant debt relief. As a matter of fact, as
my colleague brought up in a very im-
portant meeting this morning, we have
to get money in there quickly. We
can’t wait to Dbegin these major
projects. We voted for about $18 billion
for Iraq to rebuild it. We have spent a
pittance of that. It has not been spent.
None of it has happened. Less than a
half billion dollars, less than $500 mil-
lion of the $18 billion we appropriated,
has been spent on projects. That is
tragic. That is not particularly good
management, in my view.

Furthermore, Senator Danforth will
have to bring other Security Council
members together to develop a viable
U.N. strategy for dealing with this
great tragedy that is occurring in west-
ern Sudan. If our U.N. Ambassador
doesn’t take the lead in the Security
Council then, in my view, little is
going to happen.

Senator Danforth was called to get
involved, and he did a brilliant job in
negotiating the north/south crisis in
the Sudan. Over the past several years
he has worked very hard as a special
envoy to support the peace process be-
tween the Government of Khartoum
and the Sudanese People’s Liberation
Movement.

With the signing of the last three
protocols on May 26, that peace process
is on the verge of a success and it is
truly a significant achievement for the
President and for Senator Danforth.
But the impact of that agreement has
almost completely been undermined by
the horrific attacks on the civilians in
Darfur by the Government of Sudan
and its allied militias. These attacks
have precipitated what the U.N. and
U.S. officials call the worst humani-
tarian crisis in the world today.

We have already witnessed ethnic
cleansing on a massive scale. Already
as many as 30,000 people have been
killed. Mr. Natsios, the administrator
of the Agency for International Devel-
opment, stated 3 weeks ago: ‘“‘Under op-
timal conditions, we could see as many
as 320,000 people die” in Darfur by the
end of the year as a result of this vio-
lence, disease, and famine.
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The U.N. factfinding team:

. identified . . . massive human rights
violations in Darfur, perpetrated by the Gov-
ernment of Sudan and its proxy militia,
which may constitute war crimes and/or
crimes against humanity.

I believe it is genocide.

The violations reported by the U.N.
include the targeting of civilians dur-
ing military strikes, the widespread
rape of women and girls, destruction of
homes, food stores, livestock, crops
. . . the razing of villages, forced dis-
placements, and disappearances.

The administration has responded
with humanitarian aid and raised the
issue of Darfur repeatedly in Khar-
toum, and the President told us this
morning at breakfast that he raised it
at the G-8 meeting as well. The U.N.
sent teams out to investigate. These
are all important steps, but they are
not enough. The international commu-
nity must condemn Khartoum’s ac-
tions unequivocally. It must insist that
Khartoum stop attacks on civilians by
government troops and militia, and
provide unfettered access to Darfur for
humanitarian workers.

I will soon introduce legislation that
our U.N. Representative, I hope, will
push for in a U.N. Security Council res-
olution which reimposes sanctions on
Khartoum if the attacks in Darfur do
not stop. This action may not resolve
the situation, but it will help. Senator
Danforth knows more about this crisis
than I do, and do most of us in this
place. I hope he will pursue such a reso-
lution as one of his first actions as Am-
bassador to the United Nations.

Congress has to do its part. The
United States should bring real money
to the table to respond to the crisis,
rather than empty promises that the
money is on the way. I am working on
an amendment to the Defense Depart-
ment appropriations bill that would
provide money for Darfur which Mr.
Natsios pledged earlier this month the
United States will provide. But bilat-
eral action by the United States is not
enough. We need our international
partners to assist in pursuing Khar-
toum to stop the terror campaign in
Darfur.

There are many other pressing issues
facing the United Nations in New York.
We have a lot of diplomatic work to do
to repair relations. We have a new
team at the top in Jack Danforth and,
assuming she is also confirmed, his
deputy, Anne Patterson. But I think
the President has chosen very well.

By himself, Jack Danforth cannot re-
pair relations between the TUnited
States and other nations at the U.N.
But he said in the confirmation hear-
ing that the reason he finally took the
job that he initially didn’t want to
take is that he saw that as his mission,
the single most important thing he
could do. A recognition as to how im-
portant that belief is, is in and of itself
an important message to be sent
around the world.

Jack Danforth is the right person at
the right moment to help repair the
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breach, if the administration is com-
mitted to do so. And I am confident
with Jack’s leadership they will be able
to do so.

In closing, I would like to extend my
gratitude to Jack Danforth for agree-
ing to take on this difficult assign-
ment. I thank his wife Sally for sup-
porting him. I know I speak for all of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
and, I suspect, although I wouldn’t pre-
sume, the entire Senate. I speak for all
us when I say, Thank you, Godspeed,
count on us. I know you can count on
the chairman of this committee, Sen-
ator LUGAR, and me to do all we can to
help you make your mission at the
United Nations workable and doable.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
would like to yield time to the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri, Sen-
ator TALENT. I yield as much time as
he might require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. TALENT. Madam President, I
thank my friend from Indiana. I cer-
tainly want to associate myself with
the remarks made on this floor on be-
half of Senator Danforth. I know they
have been uniformly, without excep-
tion, complimentary to him—not in a
typical way we as matter of gesture
may compliment public figures, but
these were remarks by people who
knew and who have known and who
have worked with Jack Danforth for
years and years and know him to be a
tremendous public servant of deep in-
tegrity, thoughtfulness, and courage.

I am proud to say that he hails from
the great State of Missouri. President
Bush has simply selected a great man
for this post. When he called me and
told me about it, I told him I was
thrilled. I could not think of a more
qualified person to represent the
United States at the United Nations.

Like most of us who have been
around politics and government, I have
known Senator Danforth and his wife
Sally for many years. He served his
country and the people of Missouri
with dignity and distinction. It is ap-
propriate to take a moment to place on
the RECORD again his background and
his credentials.

He served two terms as the attorney
general of Missouri; three terms in the
U.S. Senate; handled, as Senator BIDEN
said, the difficult task of trying to
bring peace to the Sudan, the difficult
and delicate task of investigating the
tragedy that occurred at Waco and
emerged from that job, which could
very easily have led to censure and dis-
approval from this town because it was
a very controversial type investiga-
tion, with plaudits from everyone who
recognized the thoroughness, the effec-
tiveness, and the fairness of that inves-
tigation.

He knows the importance of biparti-
sanship. We have seen that from the
comments on this floor today. Most re-
cently the Nation appreciated his elo-
quence and his thoughtfulness as he
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said goodbye to President Reagan dur-
ing his memorial service.

He is, in short, a considerate man
with character, diligence, and whose
abilities qualify him to represent our
Nation. The Senate will support him
unanimously and without opposition.

As Senator BIDEN said, he is going to
have a very difficult job. The United
Nations is not an easy place. We are
engaged in a war on terrorism. I want
to say that, in my judgment, the
United Nations has never really come
to grips with the danger we are fight-
ing. That will certainly be one of Sen-
ator Danforth’s tasks.

One of the reasons this transnational
movement of thugs we are now con-
fronting grew to be as powerful as it
became is because of the neglect of the
international community and the
United Nations. Policies of appease-
ment do not work with this group of
people. I am not certain the United Na-
tions realizes that.

I harken back to the end 2002 and the
speech Prime Minister Blair gave to
the Parliament, which I had an oppor-
tunity to watch, about negotiations
within the United Nations about trying
to deal with the threat against rep-
resentative freedom by Saddam Hus-
sein. Prime Minister Blair made the
point then that after years and years
and years of negotiations of contain-
ment, of watching him violate the obli-
gations he had made after we defeated
him in 1991, after a long record of ag-
gression toward his neighbors, the use
of weapons of mass destruction, decep-
tion, and the United States and Great
Britain asked for one more resolution
demanding that he show he had dis-
armed, with a threat of force if he
failed to comply. That was blocked in
the United Nations to which Jack Dan-
forth is going to be an Ambassador.

The United Nations is, in my judg-
ment, important in reconstructing
Iraq. But it is important that the
United Nations understand the threat
we are confronting.

After Saddam was removed and the
United Nations came to assist with hu-
manitarian reconstruction, their head-
quarters was attacked by the terror-
ists. It was a terrible tragedy. While on
one level you can understand it, on an-
other level it was unfortunate that
they lowered the flag and left. But that
is what the United Nations did. The
terrorists took that as a sign of weak-
ness.

Senator Danforth is going to rep-
resent us in an organization which is
highly bureaucratic, which is troubled
by its own Food-for-Oil scandal, and
whose resolve in the face of terrorism
has been questionable in the past. I
know he will do a great job of rep-
resenting American interests. I believe
he can help us draw close again to our
traditional allies. He is the kind of per-
son who knows how to be gracious and
courageous at the same time.

I wish him well. He certainly has my
support. I know the Senate will sup-
port him unanimously as well.
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I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, it is
with a deep sense of honor and privi-
lege that I speak today in support of
the nomination of one of our former
colleagues, John C. Danforth, to serve
as the U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations.

While I served in the Congress for
many years with Jack Danforth, our
friendship was forged long before we ar-
rived in Washington. Dating back to
the late 1960s, he and I served our re-
spective States as attorneys general:
no small task given the turbulent
times in which we were living. Jack
and I, along with a few of our other at-
torneys general whose names are famil-
iar—Slade Gorton and Warren Rud-
man—banded together to find common
solutions to problems that our States
were facing. Whether it was the threat
of rampant development or the upsurge
in illegal drug use, these problems had
the potential to overwhelm our indi-
vidual States. However, by working to-
gether through the National Associa-
tion of Attorneys General, we made it
through those tough times and I be-
lieve our States were better served for
those relationships we forged.

Little did we know back then that
years later, we would all be rep-
resenting our States in this great
Chamber, which Senator Danforth did
with distinction from 1976 to 1995. I re-
member working with Jack Danforth
on the Civil Rights Act of 1991, where
his leadership was vital to passing that
very important legislation. Through
the course of a summer of seemingly
endless meetings, discussions and nego-
tiations with leaders of the contending
factions, Jack Danforth was able to
bring together support for a bill that
guaranteed equal opportunity in the
work place for all Americans. I stood
with Senator Danforth through the en-
tire process in 1991, and to this day re-
main awed by his ability to seek com-
promise, work in a bipartisan fashion
and find common ground.

I was sad when Jack left the Senate,
but his departure did not bring an end
to his hard work. In a move that I be-
lieve speaks volumes about his char-
acter, he was selected by Attorney
General Janet Reno to head the inves-
tigation of the FBI’s role in the Waco,
TX, tragedy. And in what was undoubt-
edly one of his toughest assignments,
Jack was named Envoy for Peace in
Sudan by President George Bush in
September 2001.

All of his life experience leaves Sen-
ator Danforth amply qualified to rep-
resent our country in the United Na-
tions, whose role in the world is so
critical right now.

But perhaps there is one more item
on his resume that should be men-
tioned. As we all witnessed at the re-
cent funeral of President Ronald
Reagan, Jack is also an Episcopal min-
ister.

As I sat in the National Cathedral
and listened to the Reverend Danforth
deliver the homily on that day, I re-
membered what great admiration I had
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for his work in the Senate, and realized
how I missed his company.

He gave us all comfort that day, and
the words he spoke about the late
President could be said for Jack Dan-
forth as well. I quote: ‘“He was not con-
sumed by himself.”

I believe Jack Danforth has dem-
onstrated that he is a man of great dip-
lomatic skill who has always put the
needs of his nation first. he is well suit-
ed to be our ambassador to the United
Nations.

Thank you.

Mr. WARNER. I rise today in support
of the nomination of former Senator
James Danforth to be U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations. I can think of
no person better qualified to fill this
critical position during the war on ter-
rorism.

Senator Danforth is a true states-
man, and is one of my closest friends
over my 26 years of service in this
Chamber. During this time in the Sen-
ate, our friend was a valued colleague
and an even more valuable servant of
the people of Missouri. He was first
elected in 1976, 2 years before I came to
the Senate, and served 18 years in this
body. The fact that he was elected to
three consecutive 6-year terms from
the “Show Me’’ State of Missouri illus-
trates his remarkable wisdom and his
ability to listen to his constituents in
deciding important issues of the day.

After leaving the Senate, our col-
league remained in service to his coun-
try, chairing a committee that re-
viewed the Federal response to the
Branch Davidian activity in Waco, TX.
More recently, Senator Danforth
served as special envoy to the Sudan—
an area of the world experiencing a
particularly difficult and tragic hu-
manitarian situation. In this capacity,
he continued to demonstrate the com-
passion and goodwill that we became so
familiar with in this body.

Senator Danforth left the Senate to
answer a calling to the Episcopal
priesthood. Even while he served
among us in the Senate, our colleague
volunteered on occasion as a pastor at
the National Cathedral, where my own
uncle served as rector in St. Albans
Parish nearly three-quarters of a cen-
tury ago. I was baptized and confirmed
there on the Cathedral close, and was
married at a chapel of that Cathedral
just this past year. Senator Danforth
and I not only were close friends; we
shared a special bond of affection for
that great Cathedral, which played
such an important role in both of our
lives.

And most recently, our good friend
did such a magnificent job officiating
in that same Cathedral at the funeral
of President Ronald Reagan. Hearing
our colleague’s voice at that historic
and difficult occasion gave comfort to
each of us who were humbled to attend
that ceremony. He did us proud: and we
expected no less.

Now our dear colleague opens the
next chapter of his exemplary career in
public service. In these most difficult
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of times, when our relations with our
allies are so critical to our fight
against a new enemy, I am confident
that our good friend will carry himself
with the same distinction—the same
wisdom and thoughtfulness—that he
demonstrated, over the years, next to
us, in this very Chamber. Mr. Presi-
dent, each of us, as Americans, is fortu-
nate that our colleague will once again
be by our side in this critical public
role.

I wish our dear friend all the best in
his important new post.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I am
advised there are no other Senators
here wishing to speak on the nomina-
tions. I am authorized to yield back
time on both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nominations of
John C. Danforth to be Representative
of the United States of America to the
General Assembly, to be Representa-
tive with the rank and status of Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary, and Representative to the
Security Council of the United Na-
tions, en bloc?

The nominations were confirmed, en
bloc.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action.

———
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for 5 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

NOMINATION OF PETER W. HALL

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, in a
few minutes, we will be considering the
nomination of my good friend, Peter W.
Hall, for a seat on the U.S. Second Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals.

Peter will come to the Second Circuit
with an extensive and wide knowledge
of the law. In addition, this nomination
comes with the strong support of a
large bipartisan group of Vermonters.

The
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Jim Douglas, the Governor of
Vermont, offered Peter’s name to the
President as the nominee for this seat,
and both Senator LEAHY and I support
his nomination.

My constituents also believe Peter
will be an outstanding judge on the
Second Circuit Court of Appeals.

Vermont has been proud to provide
to the Second Circuit Court of Appeals
a line of excellent judges to serve on
that bench. That is a prestigious
bench. I have the utmost faith that
Peter will continue this line of excel-
lence during his service.

I am a bit melancholy, though, as
Peter will be filling the seat opened by
the passing of my close friend, the late
Fred Parker. Judge Parker left some
big shoes to fill, both literally and figu-
ratively, but Peter is the ideal can-
didate to accomplish this task.

Peter will bring a proper judicial
temperament, strong values, and an ex-
ceptional judgment to the Second Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals. I believe these
all come naturally to Peter through his
upbringing in Vermont. I know Peter
will serve in the Vermont tradition of
prudence and fairness.

I recommend that my colleagues sup-
port his nomination.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

NOMINATION OF JACK DANFORTH
AND THE CRISIS IN SUDAN

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I know we
will be moving to other business in a
few minutes. We have completed voting
on Senator Danforth’s nomination, but
I wanted to come to the floor and
speak to that nomination.

Senator Danforth has had a long and
distinguished career in the Senate, and
he has served this Nation capably,
ably, and nobly since the time of that
service. In particular, as has been men-
tioned over the course of the morning,
he has served as President Bush’s
envoy to Sudan and has worked tire-
lessly to bring peace to that war-torn
nation.

I focus on the Sudan because it is a
country on a continent that means a
lot to me personally. I was in the
Sudan in September. I was there the
year before that and the year before
that and the year before that. I have
been to Sudan many times and spent
most of my time in the south of Sudan,
a war-torn nation with 2 million people
who have died and 5 million people dis-
placed by an ongoing, still long-term
civil war. I say ‘‘ongoing still,” and I
say that with the qualification that be-
cause of Senator Danforth’s commit-
ment, his noble service, we are much
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further along that road to having a
long, established peace as we look to
the future.

It has not been an easy mission. Sen-
ator Danforth, in spite of it not being
an easy mission, has made huge
progress. We are much closer to ending
that terrible conflict of the civil war
that has been ongoing now for over two
decades than we were before Senator
Danforth became involved.

On June 11, the United Nations Secu-
rity Council endorsed the peace process
and committed to taking those steps
outlined to assist the parties in imple-
menting a final comprehensive peace
package once the agreement itself is
reached, and that is real progress.

During my trips to Sudan, I had the
opportunity to not go as a U.S. Sen-
ator—in fact, I have never been in the
country as an official U.S. Senator—
but as part of a medical mission group
where I have had the opportunity to
interact with the Sudanese people from
many different tribes in the south of
Sudan.

I have had the opportunity and the
blessing—blessing for me because of
the understanding it gives me—to have
treated patients with war injuries. In
fact, even in late August, early Sep-
tember of this year, I treated a patient
who suffered a gunshot wound to the
upper part of his leg. I treated that in-
jury. And the time before that, I treat-
ed a patient who stepped on a land-
mine. There are still landmines
throughout southern Sudan. We are
making real progress on that issue.

But today, as the Sudan works to-
ward a settlement, with the progress
that has been made, we face a growing
humanitarian emergency that was not
thought about a year ago at all, and
even today we are struggling to put the
spotlight on and the purpose on—and it
is not entirely a separate issue, but it
is a separate issue from the traditional
thought about civil war: north versus
south, black versus white, or Muslim
versus Christian, all the ways peobple
have thought about a civil war in the
past. This crisis is a relatively new
one. It is the direct result of the ac-
tions taken by the government in
Khartoum and their proxies, the gov-
ernment-supported militias against the
Fur, Zaghawa, and the Masaalit peo-
ples of Darfur. Members of this body
have spoken to this issue over the last
several days. We need to speak a lot
more about this crisis.

Government-sponsored militias sys-
tematically attack African Muslim vil-
lages but leave Arab Muslim villages
untouched. Government planes—and
these planes are Antinov planes. I do
not know how many there are, but they
are government-sponsored, govern-
ment-owned planes that historically
have bombed indiscriminately in the
south. In fact, they have bombed the
very church and hospital in southern
Sudan where I go each year.

These same planes seem to be bomb-
ing indiscriminately in this Darfur re-
gion, and these are government-owned
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planes. Crops are burned and wells are
being poisoned, irrigation systems de-
stroyed, houses are burned, and then
the earth is left scorched and barren,
and the population is being decimated.

There is an estimated population of
about 6.5 million people in Sudan, and
as many as 2.2 million people have been
directly affected by this crisis. More
than 1 million people have become dis-
placed.

That is such a dry word. What does
‘“displaced” mean? It means they had a
home, and they had to leave that home
and struggle to make their way in
other regions, not having their occupa-
tion, their job, their land they tilled
before. This is 1 million people.

Mr. President, 158,000 people have
fled to neighboring Chad, and more
than 30,000 have lost their lives.

The World Health Organization re-
cently reported an alarming reemer-
gence of polio in Darfur, a disease that
has not been seen in years. Should
polio get a foothold there this autumn,
the polio high season will see thou-
sands of children who could be struck,
and that means struck with paralysis
Oor even worse.

At this point in time, we need to
make sure—and it is our responsi-
bility—that Khartoum understands
there cannot be peace in the south at
the same time they have an ongoing
war—many people have used the word
“‘genocide’”—in the west, which is
where the Darfur region is. War any-
where in Sudan will lead to war every-
where.

Khartoum agreed to a cease-fire on
April 11. The cease-fire was renewed on
May 22. This agreement committed
Khartoum to disbanding the Jingaweit
militias.

The agreement included a protocol
binding Khartoum to allow humani-
tarian access. Jingaweit militias con-
tinue to ravage the countryside while
aid workers are turned away. Until we
get aid workers in to deliver aid, to
shine the spotlight, to report back on
the travesty, I see no end to this prob-
lem, and that is where the inter-
national community must step up.

Khartoum claims to have lifted trav-
el restrictions but, at the same time,
Khartoum still places obstacles to the
delivery of aid. That aid, I am con-
vinced, will flow if those channels are
opened.

Khartoum places difficulties on ob-
taining visas for relief personnel. Khar-
toum restricts the movement of relief
workers within Darfur. Khartoum
places obstacles to clearing relief sup-
plies through customs. Khartoum
interferes with relief workers seeking
to protect civilians from harm.

Khartoum’s actions simply cannot be
tolerated. Khartoum’s actions will not
be tolerated. The United States must
respond. The world community must
respond. We should continue to pres-
sure Khartoum to see that the govern-
ment will find itself increasingly iso-
lated in the world community if it con-
tinues to block the delivery of aid and
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relief, and that is food and health care
supplies.

This administration has been work-
ing tirelessly over the last year to de-
liver aid to those in dire need in
Darfur. Two more relief flights landed
in Nyala last Saturday and Sunday,
and a third flight was scheduled to land
yesterday.

Since February of last year, USAID
has done other things. It has dis-
patched plastic sheeting to build shel-
ters for more than 160,000 people. It has
provided 117,000 blankets, 2 water puri-
fication systems. The administration
has provided 87,000 metric tons of food.
The administration has devoted consid-
erable resources and committed a great
deal of political capital to assisting the
southern Sudanese.

President Bush has played an active
role in the peace process. We have en-
gaged the United Nations and will con-
tinue to do so, to pressure Khartoum
into ending its support for the militias
in Darfur, to assist in the delivery of
aid, and to rally the international com-
munity to come to Sudan’s assistance.
It is our responsibility. We must do it.

In closing, I do commend Senator
Danforth for all of his work to help the
people of Sudan. It has been tireless. It
has been bold. He has done a superb job
in the Senate and in all of his years of
public service, especially in Sudan. I
am delighted he has accepted and that
we have approved his position at the
United Nations. He is a great friend to
us in the Senate and a great friend to
the United States of America.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
happy that the two leaders are in the
Chamber because I wish to make an an-
nouncement to the Senate.

Previously, I had stated I did not
think it would be possible for me to
make the commitment that when the
Defense appropriations bill goes to con-
ference this year it would not come
back with the provisions in the House-
passed bill pertaining to the debt ceil-
ing. I have had a series of conversa-
tions through the evening last night
and this morning and I now believe 1
can commit that when we come back
from this conference we will not bring
back a bill that contains the provisions
that were in the House-passed bill per-
taining to the debt ceiling issues that
we must face sometime this year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the distinguished chairman of
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the Appropriations Committee for his
statement and for the assurances that
he is now prepared to give the Senate.
He more than anyone—and I want to
acknowledge as well our ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee
and the subcommittee for their ex-
traordinary efforts to move this appro-
priations process along. They, more
than anybody, understand how critical
it is that we move these appropriations
bills forward. The debt limit would
have been extremely counterproductive
and would have prevented us from com-
pleting our work.

With the assurances given by the
manager and our chairman, I am pre-
pared to commit to him that we will do
all we can to finish our work on this
bill today. I believe we can finish it
today. I would anticipate some amend-
ments, but there is no reason why,
given what he has just committed in
terms of the conference, that we can-
not finish this today and look forward
to other bills as soon as we come back
after the Fourth of July recess.

I thank him for that commitment
and pledge my support and partnership
in working with him and our ranking
member today to complete our work on
time.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, does
the Senator from West Virginia wish to
be recognized? I will be happy to yield
to him.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I thank the distin-
guished chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. First of all, he is my
friend and nothing as far as I am con-
cerned will ever mar that friendship,
but I have to say that my blood boiled
last Monday evening when I learned
that the House Republican leadership,
with the support of Senate Republican
leaders, I believe, had decided to put a
placeholder amendment into the De-
fense appropriations bill that could be
used in conference to increase the $7.4
trillion statutory debt limit perhaps to
a level of $8.1 trillion, the level needed
for 2005. That placeholder language
meant that the House and the Senate
conferees would be free to slip in lan-
guage to increase the statutory debt
limit by an untold amount, maybe $690
billion, maybe more, without either
body of Congress ever having to vote in
public on the matter.

This is a tough vote. I can under-
stand how the Republican leadership in
the House, the Senate, and downtown,
the White House, would like to see that
limit slipped into this bill in con-
ference.

Again, the chairman of this com-
mittee has steadfastly shown great
knowledge and great determination in
his efforts to bring forth to the Senate
for its consideration all 13 appropria-
tions bills. That has been tough for
him. I thank him for his commitment
with respect to the Defense appropria-
tions bill and the conference report
which will be coming along. I thank
him for that. He is a legislator in the
true sense of the word.
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Also, in 2002, when I was chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, the
House Republican leaders tried this
same trick on the fiscal year 2002 sup-
plemental appropriations bill. I re-
fused. I steadfastly refused to include
such language in the conference report.
Instead, the Senate took up, debated,
and passed a freestanding bill to in-
crease the debt limit. The House then
voted to approve the measure with a
one-vote margin. That is the respon-
sible way to increase the debt limit. We
owe this to the American public. We
should not cloak the debt increase in
the camouflage uniform of a Defense
appropriations bill.

So I thank Senator FRIST and Sen-
ator STEVENS for making a commit-
ment today that the Defense appropria-
tions conference report will not include
an increase in the statutory debt limit.
The Senate should vote on this issue on
a freestanding bill.

I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee—I had hoped the leader would
be here so I could ask him—is he mak-
ing a commitment and is the leader
making a commitment that when the
Senate considers the debt limit in-
crease it will be on a freestanding bill
and that it will not come to the Senate
on any other appropriations conference
report or in any other unrelated con-
ference report? Can the committee
chairman make that commitment?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, who
has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM of South Carolina). The Senator
from West Virginia has the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. I will be back to an-
swer that when I get the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will
respond to my friend from West Vir-
ginia by saying the so-called Gephardt
rule is not within the control of this
Senator, nor the leaders. If the House
chooses to take up the Gephardt rule
and use it as it was used several times
before, including, I believe, by Senator
Mitchell when he was the leader, then
that will be an issue that others will
have to pursue. I am not in a position
to make that commitment, and I do
not think the leader is in a position to
make that commitment.

I do want to proceed with the bill and
I would hope my friend would accept
that as being the position we are in
now. I am in the position to make the
commitment I have made with regard
to this bill. T hope we can proceed on
this bill.

—————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005

Mr. STEVENS. I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 594, H.R.
4613, the Defense Appropriations Com-
mittee bill.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM of South Carolina). Is there objec-
tion?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not un-
duly delay the distinguished chairman,
let me also thank our ranking member
of that subcommittee, Mr. INOUYE. I
thank again Senator STEVENS. He has
been a great chairman of that com-
mittee, and he has always been fair
with me. So once this bill is brought up
before the Senate—and it will be up be-
fore the Senate very soon, within the
next few minutes—I shall do every-
thing I can to help to get action on this
bill today.

But let me say to the Senate and to
the Senate leaders and to the Repub-
lican leaders in the House, this matter
of extending and increasing the debt
limit is a matter which should be
brought before the American people. It
should be debated; it should be voted
upon. I shall do my best to see to it, if
it is on any appropriations bill or any
other bill, that we get a freestanding
vote, and we are going to try to debate
this issue. The American people are en-
titled to hear the debate on this bill.

When I came to the Congress almost
52 years ago, they did not sneak the
debt limit into an appropriations bill
as the attempt might have been made
here but for the good judgment of Sen-
ator STEVENS and Senator FRIST. They
didn’t sneak it into the bill. The Re-
publicans controlled the House when I
first came to the House of Representa-
tives. They didn’t do a thing like that.
They laid everything on the table and
they debated it. I hope we will get back
to that point of debating the debt limit
so the House Republicans will not be
let off the hook. They have a responsi-
bility to the American people to lay it
on the table and to debate it.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Alaska, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, for yielding
to me. I do not object. I remove my res-
ervation.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
and renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 4613) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2005, and for other
purposes.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent all after the enacting clause be
stricken, the text of Calendar No. 593,
S. 2559, the Senate committee-reported
bill, be inserted in the RECORD in lieu
thereof, and that bill, as amended, be
considered as original text for the pur-
pose of further amendment, provided
no points of order be waived by reason
of this agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I just
filed this report. It is the report that
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previously was intended to accompany
the Senate bill. I ask it now be labeled
as accompanying the House bill as
amended by the previous motion.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I do not object,
but I say this so the Republican leader-
ship in the House, in particular, under-
stands that sneaking the debt limit in
an appropriations bill is not going to
get by.

I thank the Senator. I no longer re-
serve.

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, through the
Chair to the distinguished chairman of
the committee, we have come so far in
the last 12 hours. It would not have
happened but for the Senator from
Alaska and his advocacy, which is un-
paralleled. His advocacy is in a cat-
egory all its own. The working rela-
tionship that the Senator has with
Senator INOUYE, of course, is legend.
We look forward to doing what the
Democratic leader said and finish this
bill today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present this report and this
bill to the Senate today. It reflects the
bipartisan approach that my cochair-
man, Senator INOUYE, and I have al-
ways maintained regarding the Depart-
ment of Defense. It is a pleasure to
work with him and other members of
the committee. I thank our distin-
guished ranking member and former
chairman, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, for his cooperation in helping us
to get to the point we are now.

This bill was reported out of our full
Appropriations Committee on June 22
by a unanimous vote of 29 members. No
member voted against it. As we debate
this bill today there are thousands of
men and women in uniform deployed
and serving our country in over 120
countries and throughout these United
States. Their bravery and dedication to
our country is extraordinary. Their
sacrifices must not go unrecognized.
They must be recognized here today.

BEach year, the Department of De-
fense faces the critical challenge of
balancing the cost of maintaining high
levels of readiness, being ready to re-
spond to the call wherever and when-
ever it is necessary to defend the inter-
ests of this country. The costs associ-
ated with simultaneously and ade-
quately investing in transforming our
Department of Defense to be ready to
meet the threats of tomorrow are also
concomitant with this critical chal-
lenge of balancing the costs of main-
taining high levels of readiness.

I believe the bill Senator INOUYE and
I present today reflects a prudent bal-
ance among these challenges. It rec-
ommends $416.2 billion in budget au-
thority for the Department of Defense,
including $256 billion of contingent
emergency funding for costs associated
with operations in Iraq, Afghanistan,
and the war on terror. This amount is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

$1.7 Dbillion below the President’s
amended fiscal year 2005 request but, in
our judgment, meets the Defense Sub-
committee’s allocation for both budget
authority and outlays.

The measure we present is consistent
with both the objectives of the admin-
istration and the Senate National De-
fense authorization bill for 2005, which
we passed last evening.

We sought to recommend a balanced
approach, and we do recommend a bal-
anced bill to the Senate. We believe it
addresses the key requirements for
readiness, quality of life, and trans-
formation of our total force. It honors
the commitment we have to our Armed
Forces. It helps ensure that they will
continue to have first-rate training,
modernized equipment and quality in-
frastructure, and maintain their qual-
ity of life. It fully funds key readiness
programs critical to the global war on
terrorism. It makes continued progress
in supporting our military personnel
and their families.

Key initiatives included in this bill
are these: First, an average military
pay increase of 3.5 percent and full
funding for benefit and medical pro-
grams; additional funding to pay for
the increase of 20,000 to our Army end
strength and TRICARE for Guard and
Reserves. Both of these initiatives were
included in the Senate version of the
2005 Defense authorization bill, and
this bill funds both programs: For the
Army, $3 billion for their ongoing
transformation initiative, the future
combat system, and the Stryker Bri-
gade combat teams; for the Navy, $10.2
billion for shipbuilding, providing addi-
tional funding for the DD(X) destroyer
and the Marine Corps’ amphibious as-
sault ship, LHA(R); for the Air Force,
full funding for the acquisition of 14 C-
17 aircraft and 24 F-22 Raptor aircraft;
$10.2 billion is included for missile de-
fense programs.

In light of the contributions of the
Guard and Reserve, this bill adds $500
million in nondesignated equipment
funding for modernization shortfall.

Again, I thank my cochairman Sen-
ator INOUYE for support, and for the
support of the whole committee and
the invaluable counsel we have re-
ceived on this bill.

I yield for any statements he may
wish to make.

I point out the contingent reserve in
this bill funds a 5-month period. We
fully anticipate there will be a supple-
mental again next year. We are talking
about the last quarter of this calendar
year which is the first quarter of fiscal
year 2005 and an additional month be-
yond that after we are back in session
and ready to receive the supplemental
for that, if necessary.

Mr. President, we have a conflict be-
cause of Senator INOUYE’s noon event,
which I wish to also attend. It is my
hope we will be back on the floor and
start considering amendments at 2 p.m.
today.

Does the Senator wish to comment?

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I fully
support the measure before us. I would
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like to say how proud I am to serve
with my colleague from Alaska.

Once again, he has demonstrated to
all of us his extraordinary legislative
skill in pressing his case. I can assure
my colleagues in the Senate, as I as-
sure my chairman, that I will do my
very best to see that his decision is
carried out.

This bill provides $383.8 billion in new
discretionary budget authority, con-
sistent with the subcommittee’s tar-
get, and another $25 billion in emer-
gency budget authority to cover a por-
tion of the anticipated costs for the on-
going wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The bill provides the necessary funds
to support our men and women in uni-
form and their families—to include our
Guard and Reserves. It recommends
funding for a 3.5 percent pay raise for
all service members and a 20,000 in-
crease in army end strength as author-
ized by the Senate.

The bill supports the critical mod-
ernization programs requested by the
Defense Department including the
Navy’s DDX Destroyer, the Army’s
Stryker vehicles and the Air Force’s F-
22 fighter. It scales back those pro-
grams that DoD is trying to advance
before the technology is mature and
those that are experiencing delays or
technical problems.

The bill increases spending on re-
search and development by nearly $1
billion with significant growth in med-
ical programs, particularly those that
directly impact warfighters in the cur-
rent conflict. These include increased
spending on amputee care, new tech-
nology bandages, and leishmaniasis.

Health care programs are fully fund-
ed in this measure. In addition, the
committee recommends increases for
Walter Reed, Madigan, Tripler, and
other military hospitals and research
facilities.

The Committee has made a signifi-
cant effort to see that this bill is con-
sistent with the decisions which have
been made by the Senate on the De-
fense authorization bill. Many of my
colleagues’ amendments that have
been adopted on the floor receive fund-
ing in this bill, such as the end
strength increase which I already ad-
dressed. The committee has also in-
cluded enhanced Guard and Reserve
benefits as authorized and other pro-
posals approved by the Senate.

This bill provides the support essen-
tial for the coming year and also pro-
vides $25 billion which DoD will require
to cover its costs next fall and winter
for its on-going efforts in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. I am pleased to report to
the Senate that the committee has
very carefully earmarked the funding
for Iraq and Afghanistan to direct
funding for the priorities of the mili-
tary departments. We have also re-
stricted the authorities sought by the
administration to ensure proper con-
gressional oversight of executive ac-
tions.

In recent years, the executive Branch
has often argued that, as Commander
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in Chief, the President has almost un-
limited powers in the conduct of day-
to-day defense matters. It is clear that
the Constitution provided the Congress
the power of the purse. In drafting this
measure the Committee has safe-
guarded its responsibilities and expects
that the Defense Department will rec-
ognize the constitutional authority of
the Congress to determine how funding
will be utilized in executing this budg-
et. We fully expect that the Defense
Department will only fund activities
that have been approved by the Con-
gress, and in no case will funding be
used to support programs which have
been rejected by the legislative branch.

I am pleased to have worked with my
good friend, our Chairman, Senator
STEVENS on crafting this legislation. It
is a very good bill and I would encour-
age all my colleagues to support it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, does
the Senator wish the floor?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will not
take the floor if the Senator from Alas-
ka has more to say. I was going to
speak about one of the nominations
which is coming up this afternoon.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is
my understanding there will be other
matters considered.

I ask unanimous consent that our
bill be set aside until the hour of 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Alaska
and the distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii.

I am going to shortly speak for about
20 minutes on one of these nominees.
First, if I might, I am going to ask that
we go into a quorum call. It will be a
matter of a minute or two. When we
come out of the quorum call, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak regarding the nomina-
tion of Peter Hall.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
NOMINATION OF PETER HALL

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have
heated debates, and we have times
when we are happy and times when we
are not here in the Senate. Today is a
happy day. I am pleased that later I
will be able to cast my vote in favor of
Peter Hall for confirmation to the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit. I know this will be a nomination
that will be strongly supported on both
sides of the aisle.
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Mr. Hall is going to fill the Green
Mountain State’s seat on the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit. He currently serves as the U.S.
Attorney. He was nominated by Presi-
dent Bush. He has strong support not
only of Governor Douglas but the en-
tire Vermont delegation. I commend
both the Republican and Democratic
leadership for working out an accom-
modation that makes it possible to
vote on his nomination.

By tradition, there is a Vermont seat
on the Second Circuit. It is currently
vacant. The reason it is vacant is be-
cause of the sudden and tragic death of
the last judge to hold the seat, the late
Fred Parker. Judge Parker was ap-
pointed to the U.S. District Court for
Vermont in 1990 by the first President
Bush. That was done on the strong rec-
ommendation of Senator JEFFORDS and
with my support. He was a well-known
Republican in Vermont, and he served
as the deputy attorney general for the
State of Vermont.

After distinguished service on the
District Court bench, he was appointed
by President Clinton to the Second Cir-
cuit with the strong support of Senator
JEFFORDS. President Clinton knew that
Fred Parker was a well-known Repub-
lican, but he also knew of his qualifica-
tions and of the high esteem in which
he was held in Vermont, and so he
nominated Judge Parker to the Second
Circuit, and he was confirmed by the
Senate.

I mention that because over the
years Senator JEFFORDS and I—and be-
fore that Senator Stafford of Vermont
and I—have tried to keep partisan poli-
tics out of the Judiciary. If you look at
the quality of the people we rec-
ommended, you will see we have actu-
ally been quite successful in doing
that. Fred Parker was such an exam-
ple. He was a good man, a good lawyer,
and a good judge. We were in George-
town Law School together. I knew him
from that time. He was in the Marine
Corps. I knew him from then until his
untimely death last year. I knew him
to be a man of integrity and intel-
ligence. He served the courts and the
people of Vermont with dedication and
fairness, and we miss him.

Peter Hall has big shoes to fill, but
both from what everyone knows about
him and from what I know personally
in having worked with him, he is com-
pletely up to the job. He did have a
couple strikes against him. He had the
nerve to be born in one of those South-
ern States, Connecticut. He went all
the way even further south to North
Carolina for college, and then he at-
tended law school in New York. But we
decided to forgive him for those
missteps in his career because he came
to his senses as soon as he graduated
from law school, and then he moved to
Vermont. He has been there Ilong
enough to be considered a Vermonter.

He clerked for the well-respected
Judge Albert Coffrin of the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Vermont.

We are a small State. When I first
started practicing law, it was in Judge
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Coffrin’s law firm, before he became a
member of the bench. He was a good
friend. His widow still lives in
Vermont. He was without a doubt one
of the most respected and one of the
best trial judges we have had.

Peter Hall, showing the wisdom he
has demonstrated, stayed in Vermont
from that day forth. His career and the
exemplary way he served the U.S. Gov-
ernment in the law are admirable.

After he completed his clerkship with
Judge Coffrin, he joined the U.S. attor-
ney’s office in Vermont. He was a Fed-
eral prosecutor the next 18 years. He
rose to the position of first assistant,
later being named U.S. Attorney. Dur-
ing those years, he has gained invalu-
able trial experience so beneficial for
any judge. He learned about Federal
criminal law.

I was a prosecutor, so of course I al-
ways have a soft spot for someone who
served as a prosecutor.

His resume is not limited to Govern-
ment service. In 1986, he began a 15-
year career in the private practice of
law, focusing on civil practice, with a
particular emphasis on mediation,
showing a talent for that. He also used
his time during that period to serve the
bar. He provided ethics training to
Vermont State prosecutors. He held
the office of president of the Vermont
Bar Association, and in that office as
former prosecutor, advocated for fund-
ing for public defenders for equal ac-
cess to justice.

In the best sense of those who make
the best judges, he found time for pro
bono work, getting involved in the
Vermont family court system. He
served as guardian ad litem for chil-
dren caught up in disputes between
their parents.

In 2001, President Bush nominated
Peter Hall to be the U.S. Attorney for
Vermont. His record in that office is
one all prosecutors should hope to
have, a tough but a fair prosecutor. I
supported Peter’s nomination to the
U.S. Attorney’s office. I support him
now.

Lest there be any question, let us
have no misunderstanding about
Peter’s party affiliation: He is a Repub-
lican through and through. From 1986
to 1993 he was variously a member of
the town of Chittenden, Rutland Coun-
ty, and State of Vermont Republican
committees and a member of the Na-
tional Republican Party. He has helped
run statewide Republican campaigns,
and was an elected Republican official
for 5 years, holding one of the most im-
portant offices a citizen in Vermont
can hold, a member of the Select Board
of the Town of Chittenden. Inciden-
tally, Chittenden is named after the
first Governor of Vermont, Thomas
Chittenden. He was recommended to
the President by Vermont’s Republican
Governor. Governor Douglas noted in
his letter of support to this nomina-
tion, that Peter is ‘‘a dedicated public
servant, a strong leader and will be an
asset to the Second Circuit.”

I ask consent the Governor’s letter
be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:

STATE OF VERMONT,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
March 10, 2004.
Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH,
Chairman,
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY,
Ranking Democratic Member, U.S. Senate, Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS: I am writing to express
my strongest support for U.S. Attorney
Peter Hall for appointment to the U.S. Court
of Appeals, 2nd Circuit.

Peter’s record of service of the people of
Vermont is exemplary. As U.S. Attorney, he
has been a strong and effective leader in
Vermont’s anti-terrorism effort. Peter has
been a principal organizer in promoting ‘“Op-
eration Safe Commerce,” an international
initiative aimed to track and monitor cargo
shipments that could be susceptible to ter-
rorist attacks.

In addition, Peter has been an active lead-
er in promoting the President’s ‘‘Project
Safe Neighborhoods’ initiative designed to
make our streets safer by taking guns out of
the hands of convicted felons.

I unequivocally support Peter for the
judgeship. He is a dedicated public servant, a
strong leader, and will be an asset to the 2nd
Circuit.

Sincerely,
JAMES H. DOUGLAS,
Governor.

Mr. LEAHY. Equally clear, however,
is Peter’s commitment to the law, to
fair judging, to leaving any partisan
label or interest at the courthouse
door. Unless somebody knew his back-
ground, they would have mno idea
whether he is Republican or Democrat.
He is a committed officer of the court,
totally fair to both sides. In fact, he is
the type of nominee every President
should send up. I wish we would see
more like him. He is universally re-
spected. He has proven himself over
long years of Federal service and pri-
vate practice to be a straight-shooting,
fairminded person. Any litigant in a
Federal courtroom can be confident
they will get a fair hearing and a fair
shake from him, no matter what their
political affiliation is or whether they
have any. I am pleased—I am more
than pleased, I am proud—to support
his confirmation.

One example of the fairness and lack
of bias litigants in the Second Circuit
can expect is seen in his answers to one
of the questions I asked him at his
nomination hearing before the Judici-
ary Committee. I asked him what his
practice would be if a case came to the
Second Circuit, a case that had been in
the U.S. Attorney’s office when he was
there, even if he had not been the at-
torney handling the case. His answer,
which I commend to all nominees, is a
model of fairness, and was also a model
of simplicity. He told me he would
recuse himself from any case that had
been before his office while he was
there. No ifs, ands, or buts. That is one
of the reasons why the Senate Judici-
ary Committee, which sometimes can
be divided on issues, voted unani-
mously to support his nomination.

His qualifications, experience, and
support across the political spectrum
make him the kind of consensus nomi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

nee that proves when there is thought-
ful consideration and collaboration,
this process works as it should. That is
why I will be pleased to vote to confirm
him today.

Actually, an interesting sidebar on
this, when he is confirmed to the Sec-
ond Circuit, President George W. Bush
will call his father, former President
George Herbert Walker Bush, and say,
I beat your record for judicial con-
firmations. During the 4 full years of
the 41st President’s administration,
former President Bush managed to
have 192 judicial nominees confirmed
by the Senate. With today’s vote, the
Senate will have confirmed, even be-
fore the year is over, 193 of President
George W. Bush’s judicial nominations.
That allows him to say he has had
more judges confirmed with bipartisan
cooperation by the Senate than Presi-
dent Reagan did in his first term of of-
fice, or his father did, or President
Clinton in his last term of office.

I mention these statistics being of in-
terest.

I am one lifelong Vermonter who is
very proud of another Vermonter,
Peter Hall. This is one of those things
in our very special little State that
will bring everybody together across
the political spectrum. We have tried
not to tell Peter he does have to spend
some time in New York City each
month because the Second Circuit sits
there, but I think he will be able to
work a great deal of his time in
Vermont. Like me, that is one of the
best of all possible worlds. You can be
home on weekends.

I understand from the leadership we
will vote on this and another judicial
nomination later this afternoon.

Although I know the Presiding Offi-
cer is hanging on every word I might be

saying, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL-
ENT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF DIANE S. SYKES
TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT
JUDGE FOR THE SEVENTH CIR-
CUIT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask that
the Senate now proceed in executive
session to consider Executive Calendar
Nos. 591 and 604 as provided under the

previous order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered. The clerk

will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Diane S. Sykes, of Wisconsin,
to be United States Circuit Judge for
the Seventh Circuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 60 minutes evenly divided for de-
bate on this nomination.
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Mr. HATCH. I do not intend to take
all of our time, and I hope the other
side will not take all of its time.

I rise to support the nomination of
Justice Diane S. Sykes to the Seventh
Circuit Court of Appeals, and to urge
my colleagues to support her. There is
no doubt that she is well prepared to
join the Federal bench. A graduate of
Marquette University School of Law,
Justice Sykes served as a law clerk to
the Honorable Terrence T. Evans in the
Eastern District of Wisconsin. As a liti-
gator in private practice, she special-
ized in civil litigation in State and
Federal court.

Justice Sykes will bring almost 12
years of judicial experience to the Sev-
enth Circuit. Since 1999, when she was
appointed by Governor Tommy Thomp-
son to fill a mid-term vacancy, she has
served on the Wisconsin Supreme
Court. She won election for a ten-year
term on the court in 2000 with 65 per-
cent of the vote. Judge Sykes appealed
to so many of her State’s voters be-
cause she is a careful, qualified jurist
and not an activist.

Before coming to the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court, Justice Sykes served as a
trial judge on the Milwaukee County
Circuit Court, winning election to a 6-
year term in 1992. Prior to her service
as a State judge, Justice Sykes prac-
ticed commercial litigation for 7 years
at one of Wisconsin’s most prestigious
law firms. She also clerked for Judge
Evans, district judge for the Eastern
District of Wisconsin after her gradua-
tion from Marquette University Law
School.

Not surprisingly, the ABA rated her
well-qualified for appointment to the
Seventh Circuit. She has also received
broad support, including that of both
Wisconsin Senators.

Despite her strong credentials and
the level of support she enjoys, there
continues to be some misinformation
and distortions regarding her record.
First, of course, is the suspicion by
some that she might be pro-life and
thus presumptively unqualified for
service on the Federal bench. Oppo-
nents cite one 1993 case on which she
ruled while she served as a county
judge in Milwaukee. She was then ac-
cused of declaring admiration for pro-
life protestors and issuing jury instruc-
tions favorable to those protestors.

The Milwaukee newspaper that print-
ed these accusations issued a formal re-
traction and apology less than a month
later. The apology noted, among other
things, that the language of Justice
Sykes’ jury instruction was specifi-
cally recommended for use by the Wis-
consin Criminal Jury Instructions
Committee, and was used by judges
throughout the State. The apology fur-
ther noted that Justice Sykes sen-
tenced the protestors to 25 of the max-
imum sentence permitted by law. The
record is clear that Justice Sykes, dur-
ing sentencing, stated ‘‘whether you
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like it or not, [an abortion clinic] is a
legal, legitimate business, and it has
the same right to be free from inter-
ference of this sort as any other busi-
ness.”

Justice Sykes also clarified, in an-
swers to written questions that ‘“‘my fa-
vorable comment about the goal
[those] defendants sought to achieve
was a reference to their underlying
goal of reducing the number of abor-
tions, as is clear from the following
statement from my sentencing re-
marks: ‘I think that people on both
sides of the abortion issue would prob-
ably agree with you that reducing the
number of abortions in this country is
a desirable goal.” My sentencing re-
marks also reflect extensive consider-
ation of the seriousness of the offense
and criticism of the defendants’ con-
duct and tactics. . . [Alnd the 60-day
jail sentence I imposed, at two-thirds
of the maximum, could not be charac-
terized as unduly lenient or a ‘valida-
tion’ of the defendants’ beliefs.”

I hope it is not the argument of those
who are concerned about Judge Sykes
that any judge who at any time sug-
gests that fewer abortions is a desir-
able goal is disqualified from the Fed-
eral judiciary.

I know also that some Senators are
concerned about some of Justice
Sykes’ other answers to post-hearing
written questions. A careful reading of
her answers will show that Justice
Sykes answered her written questions
as completely and accurately as the
Wisconsin Code of Judicial Conduct al-
lows. Specifically, Wisconsin Supreme
Court Rule 60.06(3) prohibits sitting
judges from engaging in extra-judicial
commentary with respect to particular
cases or legal issues that would appear
to commit the judge in advance or sug-
gest a promise or commitment of a cer-
tain course of conduct regarding par-
ticular cases or legal issues. As her an-
swers point out quite eloquently,
‘““there is a range of opinion in the legal
community regarding the scope of so-
called ‘commitments’ clauses in judi-
cial ethics codes. To the extent that
[others] disagree, I must keep my own
counsel and abide by my interpretation
of the obligations of my oath, the du-
ties of my office, and the requirements
of the Code, which are binding on me.”

In those same written questions Jus-
tice Sykes was asked whether she be-
lieved that the Supreme Court’s deci-
sions in Roe and Griswold constituted
“‘judicial activism’’, whether they were
“unprincipled”’ and whether they were
consistent with ‘‘strict construc-
tionist’’ philosophy.

Justice Sykes avoided criticizing
these cases out of a good faith belief
that to do so would violate her ethical
obligations under Wisconsin law. Her
answers followed the same path as at
least four of President Clinton’s Cir-
cuit Court nominees who refused to
give their personal views or criticize
Supreme Court precedent on various
issues, precisely because those issues
might come before them as sitting
judges.
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Justice Sykes did state as follows: ‘I
can unequivocally state, however, that
I believe that Roe and Miranda are the
law of the land, and if I am confirmed
to the Seventh Circuit, I would be duty
bound to follow and would follow these
and all other precedents of the United
States Supreme Court.”” She further
stated that she believes ‘‘that Roe and
Griswold constitute binding prece-
dent,” which she would follow ‘‘with-
out hesitation’ if confirmed to the
Seventh Circuit.

Justice Sykes has also been labeled
as pro-prosecution and anti-Miranda,
implying that she would not be a fair
judge. Contrary to the misrepresenta-
tions of her opponents, she has often
ruled in favor of criminal defendants in
Fourth Amendment and other cases in-
volving questions of constitutional
criminal law, siding against govern-
ment actors many times. Justice
Sykes’ real record shows that she
reaches outcomes by applying the law
to the facts, as she should.

For example, in the State v. Knapp
case, Justice Sykes agreed with the
majority in a case involving a custo-
dial interrogation that the statements
made by a suspect in custody were not
in compliance with the dictates of Mi-
randa and could not be used by the
prosecution against him. In the State
v. Church case, she overturned an in-
creased sentence of an individual con-
victed of criminal assault, concluding
that the increased sentence was pre-
sumptively vindictive, in violation of
the defendant’s right to due process,
and that the presumption was not over-
come by adequate, objective new fac-
tors in the record justifying the in-
crease.

Also, in the State v. Schwarz case
Justice Sykes ruled in favor of a proba-
tioner in a Fifth Amendment case be-
cause his probationary officer during
offender treatment compelled him as a
condition of probation to admit to the
crime of which he was convicted. She
specifically held that a probationer
cannot be compelled to admit to the
crime of conviction before the time for
a direct appeal has expired or an appeal
has been denied because the Fifth
Amendment privilege extends to those
already convicted, whether in prison or
on probation.

There is another argument against
Justice Sykes which I have heard, re-
garding her dissent in State v. Carlson,
which needs to be set straight. She
stands accused of improperly finding
harmless error in a trial court’s seat-
ing of a non-English speaking juror in
a criminal case. At first blush this does
seem like harmful, not harmless, error.
Again, a careful reading of her response
to this issue illuminates the truth of
this matter. She clarified that there
was significant evidence in the trial
court record that the juror in question
did understand English. He had lived in
the country for 20 years and passed a
citizenship test. He held a driver’s li-
cense and a fishing license. He was em-
ployed as a factory worker, where pre-

S7361

sumably he had to comply with various
State and Federal safety procedures,
and he had previously testified, with-
out an interpreter, at a post-conviction
hearing. Justice Sykes stated, prop-
erly, that ‘‘when there is competing
evidence, it is the job of the trial
court—not the appellate court—to
evaluate and weigh it, and make find-
ings of fact. ... Under well-estab-
lished rules of appellate review, factual
findings of the trial court are reviewed
deferentially, and are not disturbed un-
less clearly erroneous, that is, factu-
ally unsupported. . . . The majority in
Carlson disregarded this deferential
standard of review and substituted its
own view of the facts for that of the
trial court; it was this failure to follow
the applicable legal standard that I ob-
jected to in my dissent.”

I thought we all wanted judges who
understand their role and not pursue
an activist agenda. I think we should
be pleased that a nominee to a Federal
appellate court properly understands
her appellate role. It is quite unfortu-
nate that some would misrepresent
Justice Sykes’ principled dissent in
this case as evidence of activist ten-
dencies. It is precisely the opposite. It
demonstrates restraint and respect for
her role as an appellate judge.

Justice Sykes’ record represents the
antithesis of the activism that I have
heard all of my colleagues say they do
not want to see from judges nominated
to our Federal courts. The Senate
should be in the business of approving
judges who have demonstrated that
they respect the judicial role and will
not substitute their own policy pref-
erences for those expressed by the leg-
islature. Judge Sykes’ record in this
regard is impeccable, and I will be
pleased to vote with Senators KOHL and
FEINGOLD to confirm her to the Sev-
enth Circuit. I urge my colleagues to
vote with us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to rise today in support of the
nomination of Wisconsin Supreme
Court Justice Diane Sykes to the Fed-
eral judiciary. She has been nominated
to fill one of the Wisconsin seats on the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals to re-
place retiring Judge John Coffey.

Justice Sykes brings an impressive
background to this important position.
She is a lifelong resident of Wisconsin.
She was born in Milwaukee, attended
Marquette University Law school,
clerked for Federal Judge Terry Evans
in Milwaukee, and practiced law for a
top Wisconsin law firm. Justice Sykes
left private practice in 1992 to serve as
a Milwaukee County circuit judge, a
position she held until 1999. She was
then appointed to the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court in 1999, and she won re-
election to a 10-year term in the year
2000. She is to be commended for her
devotion to public service and praised
for her qualifications for the Seventh
Circuit Court of Appeals.

We are not the only ones to recognize
her abilities. A bipartisan Wisconsin
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Federal Nominating Commission,
which has been screening judicial can-
didates for Wisconsin Senators of both
parties for 25 years, selected Justice
Sykes and three others from an impres-
sive list of applicants for this position.
All four finalists were well qualified
and all deserved to have their names
forwarded to the President for his se-
lection. Wisconsin’s process should be a
model because it finds qualified appli-
cants and takes much of the politics
out of judicial selection.

The American Bar Association agrees
with our evaluations as well. A sub-
stantial majority of the committee
rated her ‘‘well qualified.”

It is worth discussing, if only briefly,
that some have expressed opposition to
Justice Sykes’ nomination. We will
likely hear some of that dissent during
that debate today. The primary argu-
ment against her is she was not totally
forthcoming in her answers to ques-
tions asked during her hearing. We do
not find that argument compelling.
Rather, she would not have received
the support of our bipartisan nomi-
nating commission without answering
their questions. Further, she would not
have received my endorsement had she
not answered in a forthright and direct
manner the questions we asked of her
during our interview with Justice
Sykes.

Justice Sykes has earned a reputa-
tion as a fine lawyer and as a distin-
guished jurist during her career in Wis-
consin. Lawyers throughout the State,
regardless of their political persuasion,
echo this sentiment.

We expect Justice Sykes to not only
be a credit to Wisconsin, but also to ad-
minister fair justice for all who come
before her. We look forward to her con-
firmation today, and to her taking a
seat on the Seventh Circuit Court of
Appeals.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, for 25
years, the bipartisan Wisconsin Federal
Nominating Commission has been rec-
ommending high-quality candidates for
Federal judgeships in our State. First
created in 1979 by Senators William
Proxmire and Gaylord Nelson, the
Commission is an independent panel
selected by Wisconsin elected officials
and the State Bar of Wisconsin to re-
view applications for Federal District
Court and Court of Appeals vacancies
in Wisconsin, as well as U.S. attorney
vacancies. The composition of the
Commission assures that selections for
these important positions will be made
based on merit, not politics. Senator
KoHL and I have worked hard to main-
tain and strengthen the Commission
throughout our time in the Senate, and
I am very proud that it has survived
for the past quarter century, under
Presidents and Wisconsin Senators
from both political parties.

I am pleased to put the spotlight on
the Commission today, on the occasion
of the floor vote on Justice Diane
Sykes, who is the latest product of this
bipartisan process. I am pleased that
Justice Sykes’ nomination has pro-
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ceeded swiftly, thanks to the collabo-
rative nature of the Commission proc-
ess. Despite some initial resistance, the
Bush administration agreed to have
candidates for this Seventh Circuit va-
cancy go through the Commission
process. Under the joint leadership of
Dean Joseph Kearny of the Marquette
University Law School and Professor
Frank Turkheimer of the University of
Wisconsin Law School, the Commission
worked extremely hard under a very
tight deadline. It recommended four
qualified candidates, including Justice
Sykes. Senator KOHL and I, working
with Representative SENSENBRENNER,
the senior Republican officeholder in
the State, decided to forward all four
names to the White House, and the
President selected Justice Sykes from
the four.

I met with Justice Sykes late last
summer after the Commission had rec-
ommended her along with the other
three candidates. I had a chance to
question her about her background, her
qualifications, and her judicial philos-
ophy. There are a number of topics on
which we do not see eye to eye, but I
believe Justice Sykes is well qualified
to fill this seat on the Seventh Circuit.
In particular, I have great respect for
her commitment to public service. Tal-
ented young lawyers have many more
remunerative options that they can
pursue. She has been a judge in our
State since 1992.

I have always maintained that with
cooperation and consultation between
the President and home State Sen-
ators, the judicial nomination process
can be far less contentious and, frank-
ly, far less frustrating, than it has been
over the past several years. Recog-
nizing that ideological differences are
inevitable in this process as control in
the Senate and in the White House
change hands, it would serve those who
choose and confirm Federal judicial
nominees well to follow the example of
the Wisconsin Federal Nominating
Commission.

Mr. President, it is my hope that the
work of the Wisconsin Federal Nomi-
nating Commission, the nomination of
Justice Sykes, and her smooth con-
firmation will send a signal to the
White House, to my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, and to the country,
that we can, in fact, work together in
a bipartisan way to fill judicial vacan-
cies. I urge my colleagues to support
this nomination.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today we
are turning to the nomination of Jus-
tice Diane Sykes to a seat on the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Cir-
cuit. She has been nominated to a seat
which is actually not even vacant yet.
Justice Sykes is nominated to replace
Judge John Coffey, who has not yet re-
tired. Her confirmation vote today
shows how fast the administration is
moving to pack the courts, including
future vacancies, with its ideological
nominees.

Justice Sykes comes before us with
the support of my colleagues, Senator
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KoOHL and Senator FEINGOLD—two Sen-
ators whose opinions I value very
much. She also comes before us with a
12-year judicial record—both at the
trial court level and with the Supreme
Court of her home State of Wisconsin.
I have looked closely at her record and
although I greatly value the opinion of
my colleagues from the State of Wis-
consin, I have made my own judgment
regarding her fitness for this important
lifetime appointment.

After reviewing Justice Sykes’ writ-
ten record, I was disturbed by the clear
patterns that emerged. I worry that, if
confirmed, Justice Sykes will continue
to be an activist judge for a lifetime on
the Federal bench. For this reason I
voted against her nomination in com-
mittee and will oppose her confirma-
tion today.

I share Justice Sykes’ own concerns,
which she described to the Federalist
Society last year in a speech she deliv-
ered about the ‘‘politicization of the ju-
diciary.” As Members of the Senate we
must ensure that we confirm nominees
who will be impartial arbiters of jus-
tice. With today’s vote we have con-
firmed 192 of this President’s judicial
nominations. These nominees have
been from a variety of backgrounds. A
significant percentage of them had
been very active in the Republican
Party and in ideological groups such as
the Federalist Society. I voted to con-
firm nominees when I am confident
that as judges they would be able to
shed their historical advocacy and act
impartially once they take their oath
of office.

Unfortunately, Justice Sykes’ record
on the State court bench demonstrates
that she has had difficulty separating
her personal views from her judicial de-
cisions. In civil cases, she consistently
rules against workers and injured
plaintiffs in favor of big business. In
criminal cases, she routinely rules
against the rights of criminal defend-
ants in favor of broad rights for the
Government.

Justice Sykes has repeatedly taken a
very narrow approach to interpreting
the fourth amendment, upholding
broad exceptions to allow warrantless
police searches. She continuously ques-
tions Miranda—a bedrock precedent of
constitutional law. For example, Jus-
tice Sykes was the lone dissenter from
the Wisconsin Supreme Court’s deci-
sion to exclude evidence gained as the
result of an interrogation that clearly
violated a defendant’s Miranda rights.
Her rulings have jeopardized other con-
stitutional rights of criminal defend-
ants, as well. In one case, in a decision
that was later reversed, Judge Sykes
ruled that a lawyer’s advice to a de-
fendant to lie on the witness stand was
not sufficient to conclude that the de-
fendant was deprived of his right to ef-
fective counsel. Justice Sykes was also
the lone dissenter on the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court arguing that a defendant
had no right to a new trial when one of
the jurors did not speak or understand
English. Justice Sykes’ pattern of
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going to great lengths to reduce the
protections for criminal defendants en-
shrined in our Constitution is greatly
disturbing.

In addition to what I was able to
learn from her judicial record, I was
equally disappointed by her testimony
before the Judiciary Committee. Our
distinguished colleague from Illinois,
Senator DURBIN, submitted thoughtful
questions to Justice Sykes following
her hearing. She refused to answer
many of his questions, including
whether she believed that Roe and
Griswold were ‘‘unprincipled decisions”
or were ‘‘consistent with strict
constructionism,” whether the exist-
ence of the right to privacy was a ‘“‘feat
of judicial activism,” and whether the
Warren court went too far in creating
individual rights. Her reason for not
answering those questions was that she
was precluded by Wisconsin’s code of
judicial conduct. However, that code
only prohibits a judge from com-
menting on ‘‘particular cases or legal
issues that would appear to commit the
judge in advance or suggest a promise
or commitment of a certain course of
conduct in office regarding particular
cases or legal issues.” Her blanket re-
fusals to respond to questions by mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee are
unacceptable.

I am seriously concerned about the
type of Federal judge Justice Sykes
would be if confirmed and I vote
against her nomination to the Seventh
Circuit Court of Appeals.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. We are prepared to yield
the remainder of our time and I believe
the remainder of the time for the other
side of the aisle, except for 20 minutes
which should be reserved for Senator
DURBIN on both nominees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in a
short period of time, we are going to
consider the nomination of Diane S.
Sykes to be U.S. Circuit Judge for the
Seventh Circuit.

I take this opportunity on the floor
of the Senate to express specifically
why I will vote against this nomina-
tion.

This is my home circuit, the Seventh
Circuit, which includes Illinois, Wis-
consin, and Indiana, so I believe I have
a special responsibility to bring extra
scrutiny to this nomination. I ac-
knowledge that Judge Sykes has the
support of her home State Senators,
and I do not take that support lightly.
Senators FEINGOLD and KOHL have
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worked hard to establish a bipartisan
nominating commission in Wisconsin,
both for district and circuit court
nominations, and I know they have a
special obligation to support the nomi-
nee who is the product of that process.

I was initially inclined to defer to my
Wisconsin colleagues and support the
nomination, but after taking a close
look at Justice Sykes’ background and
many of her answers to my questions, I
now regret to say I have serious doubts
about her fitness for a lifetime ap-
pointment to the bench.

Let me be specific. First, let me ad-
dress Justice Sykes track record re-
garding the criminally accused. As a
member of the Wisconsin Supreme
Court, Justice Sykes has not always
treated criminal defendants fairly. We
expect those who are guilty of crimes
to be treated fairly and firmly. We un-
derstand the presumption of innocence
and we understand that those who have
committed terrible crimes must pay a
price.

Listen to what Justice Sykes has
said about her own judicial tempera-
ment. When she ran for reelection to
the supreme court in Wisconsin in the
year 2000, the Milwaukee Journal Sen-
tinel said the following about Justice
Sykes:

In her five years on the felony bench,
Sykes developed a reputation as one of the
heaviest sentencing judges in Milwaukee
County in recent memory.

Then the Wisconsin State Journal,
Justice Sykes admitted:

I have a reputation as a hanging judge,
that’s true.

I ask my colleagues, do these state-
ments sound like the judicious state-
ments of a person seeking a lifetime
appointment to a position where she
will be asked repeatedly by those who
are presumed innocent to be treated

fairly?
During her 2000 campaign for the
Wisconsin Supreme Court, Justice

Sykes ran radio ads stating that she
was such a tough sentencer that de-
fense lawyers tried to avoid her court.
She also told a reporter that in light of
her tough sentences, a wing of the Wis-
consin maximum security prison was
informally named after her.

Do these sound like temperate state-
ments by a person who will be asked to
honor the presumption of innocence
and treat all persons in her court fair-
ly?

Let me mention a specific case which
troubles me greatly in which Justice
Sykes anticriminal defendant bias
reared its ugly head. In the case of
State v. Carlson, the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court ruled 6 to 1 to overturn a
conviction and permit a new trial—not
to exonerate a defendant but to perma-
nent a new trial—because one of the ju-
rors in this criminal case did not speak
or understand English. Justice Sykes
was the lone dissenting vote. The juror
in this case, whose native language was
Lao, received a questionnaire which
asked if he could understand the
English language well enough to serve
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on the jury. The juror checked the box
“no.” He did not understand English
well enough to serve on a jury. Under
Wisconsin law, the clerk was required
at that point to strike the juror from
the jury pool. The trial judge, never-
theless, allowed that juror who did not
understand the English language to re-
main on the jury and the defendant
was convicted.

Justice Sykes, seeking a lifetime ap-
pointment to the second highest Fed-
eral court in the land, was the only
member of the Wisconsin Supreme
Court to vote to uphold the conviction,
and concluded this was a harmless
error, that a juror could sit in judg-
ment in a criminal trial incapable of
understanding the language being spo-
ken in the courtroom. She was the only
Wisconsin Supreme Court justice to
conclude that such a juror was no ob-
stacle to justice.

Would any one of us in the Senate or
any of us following this debate want
our fate decided by a juror who could
not even understand the words spoken
in our defense?

In another case in which she was the
trial judge, State v. Fritz, Judge Sykes
denied the defendant’s ineffective as-
sistance of counsel claim when the de-
fendant’s own attorney advised him to
lie on the witness stand. Judge Sykes
was unanimously reversed. The court
of appeals wrote the overwhelming
weight of authority is to the contrary;
indeed, the sixth amendment of the
Constitution is one such authority.

Let me speak to another concern
about Justice Sykes. I have great con-
cern about her candor. I believe she
made misleading statements to the
Senate about a 1993 case in which she
was the trial court judge. The case in-
volved the prosecution of two abortion
clinic protesters who shut down a Mil-
waukee clinic by welding their legs to
the front of a car parked at the clinic
entrance. It took blowtorches and fire-
fighters to remove them.

These defendants had a long history
of anti-abortion activity. One had been
arrested 80 times in abortion protests;
another, 20 times. The defendants had
injunctions against them for their pro-
tests. As the Milwaukee Journal Sen-
tinel reported just this week, they had
companion cases in front of Judge
Sykes for other anti-abortion crimes
they had committed. One of the defend-
ants had appeared before her six times
in one of those cases. They were lead-
ers, well known in Milwaukee’s anti-
abortion community, at a time when
that city was one of the Nation’s hubs
for that activity.

In a statement submitted to Judge
Sykes just days before the sentencing,
one of the defendants equated abortion
with the Holocaust and slavery. He
called abortion clinics ‘‘death camps.”
He called doctors ‘‘hired killers.” At
the sentencing hearing, Judge Sykes
praised these defendants. She told
them:

I do respect you a great deal for having the
courage of your convictions and for the ulti-
mate goals that you sought to achieve by
this conduct.
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She also said:

As far as your character and history and
background, obviously, you possess fine
characters. I agree with everything that’s
been said on that basis. It’s a unique case in
that respect, that you have otherwise been
exemplary citizens. Your motivations were
pure.

I asked Justice Sykes in writing why
she heaped this praise on the defend-
ants, given the fact they had been ar-
rested 100 times for anti-abortion pro-
tests. She responded that she was un-
aware of their arrest records and that,
in any event, there was no evidence in
the record of a history of arrests in
connection with their protest activity.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of my
written questions to Justice Sykes and
her written answers.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

9. You were the trial judge in a 1993 case
involving two anti-abortion activists, Mi-
chael Scott and Jack Lightner, who were
convicted of blocking a door to a Milwaukee
abortion clinic. The protesters blocked the
doorway by binding their legs with welded
pipes to the front of a car; they were re-
moved by firefighters with blowtorches. You
sentenced the protesters to 60 days in prison
with work-release privileges but not before
praising their motives. You told the defend-
ants: ‘I do respect you a great deal for hav-
ing the courage of your convictions and for
the ultimate goals that you sought to
achieve by this conduct.” You also stated:
““As far as your character and history and
background, obviously you possess fine char-
acters” and are ‘‘exemplary citizens.”” And
you told the defendants, ‘‘Your motivations
were pure.”’

A. There are 3 factors that you considered
in sentencing: (1) the nature of the offense,
(2) the character, history, and background of
the defendants, and (3) the interests of the
community. With respect to the second fac-
tor, you stated that the defendants had ‘‘fine
characters’” and were ‘‘exemplary citizens.”’
According to press reports, one of the defend-
ants in this case had been arrested 80 times
in abortion protests, and the other had been
arrested 20 times. Why did you believe that
they possessed ‘‘fine characters’” and were
‘“‘exemplary citizens’’?

Answer: It is axiomatic under Wisconsin
law that defendants have a right to be sen-
tenced upon facts that are of record.
McCleary v. State, 49 Wis. 2d 263, 277, 182
N.W.2d 512 (1971). The press reports ref-
erenced in your question, and the arrests
which the question attributes to the press
reports, were not facts of record in the case;
I was, to the best of my recollection, un-
aware of these reports. Even if I had been
aware of the press reports, it would have
been legally improper for me to consider
them as they were outside the record in the
case.

The case in question was a 1993 mis-
demeanor disorderly conduct prosecution of
two individuals arising out of an abortion
clinic protest. Most disorderly conduct pros-
ecutions in Milwaukee County involve acts
of domestic violence, bar fights, and the like,
and defendants in misdemeanor court are
often recidivists with recent criminal
records for offenses such as battery, theft,
prostitution, drunk driving, and so forth. At
sentencing in this case, the prosecutor took
the unusual step of standing silent, choosing
not to make a sentence recommendation.
The defense attorneys and the defendants
urged a sentence of community service.
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Judges are required under Wisconsin sen-
tencing law to take into account mitigating
and aggravating factors regarding the grav-
ity of the offense, the character and back-
ground of the offender, and the interests of
the community. McCleary, 49 Wis. 2d at 276.
At the sentencing in this case, the facts of
record about the defendants’ backgrounds
demonstrated that they were atypical mis-
demeanor defendants: they were generally
law-abiding, educated, employed individuals
with stable families, no drug or alcohol prob-
lems, and no rehabilitative needs. Although
one defendant had a couple of extremely old,
minor convictions from the mid-1970s and a
more recent disorderly conduct fine, this
conduct was so remote and/or inconsequen-
tial as to not be relevant to that defendant’s
current status before the court. While both
defendants admitted to active, continued in-
volvement in anti-abortion protests, this was
the first criminal conviction of this type for
both defendants, and there was no evidence
in the record of a history of arrests in con-
nection with their protest activity. As I
noted in my sentencing remarks, the offense
was not committed out of any sort of self-in-
terest, the defendants were not violent,
assaultive or threatening, and they did not
resist arrest in the case. Accordingly, none
of the usual criminal motivations or sen-
tence aggravating factors was present.

As a result, both defendants stood before
the court, based upon the facts of record, as
exemplary citizens with fine characters,
which I was required to note as a mitigating
factor separate and apart from the seriously
disruptive and disorderly conduct they en-
gaged in at the abortion clinic. I took sub-
stantial note of the seriousness of the offense
during my sentencing remarks, including the
following: ‘‘the community has a right to ex-
pect that the public order and that legiti-
mate businesses will not be disrupted and
interfered with in a way that rises to crimi-
nal dimensions, and this would be true even
where the people who are engaging in this
kind of conduct are exercising their free
speech rights and free assembly rights and
are in pursuit of goals that are not in and of
themselves illegal.” And further: ‘“The com-
munity obviously . . . has a strong interest
in deterring this type of conduct both by you
and by others.” And further: ‘“What espe-
cially concerns me about this case is . . .
your willingness and expressed intention to
go beyond mere peaceful picketing to clinic
blockades and other types of more dramatic
methods to stop abortions from taking place,
and these methods over time have the poten-
tial to cause the community even more seri-
ous harm, and to the extent that it can, my
sentence has to protect the community at
least for an interim period from these kind
of tactics.”

The options for sentencing in the case in-
cluded community service, a fine, proba-
tion—or up to 90 days in jail. Based upon a
balance of the mitigating and aggravating
factors, I sentenced the defendants to 60 days
in jail, which represented two-thirds of the
potential maximum jail sentence for this
crime.

B. Please explain what you mean when you
told the defendants that you had a great deal
of respect for ‘‘the ultimate goals you sought
to achieve by this conduct.”

Answer: The evidence in the case estab-
lished that the goal the defendants sought to
achieve by their protest was reduction of the
number of abortions in our community. As I
noted in my sentencing remarks: ‘I think
that people on both sides of the abortion
issue would probably agree with you that re-
ducing the number of abortions in this coun-
try is a desirable goal.” It was that ultimate
goal that I respected.

C. The Milwaukee Journal Sentinel wrote
that you gave the defendants in this case
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“unusual leeway to argue that the social
value of their protest outweighed their viola-
tion of the law.”” However, during your cam-
paign for the Wisconsin Supreme Court, you
stated that you were ‘‘a firm believer in per-
sonal responsibility and individual account-
ability, and I'm well known that that.”” Why,
in the case involving abortion protestors, did
you give ‘‘unusual leeway’ to the defend-
ants?

Answer: There was nothing ‘‘unusual”
about my handling of the case, as later ad-
mitted by The Milwaukee Journal. The
newspaper properly corrected the record in a
retraction dated April 8, 1993, in which the
editors noted that applicable law and a well-
accepted jury instruction allowed the jury to
take into consideration any social value or
contribution to the public interest of the de-
fendants’ conduct in determining whether it
constituted disorderly conduct. I have at-
tached a copy of that retraction. The jury in-
struction is based upon Wisconsin case law
involving disorderly conduct prosecutions in
the context of political protests. See WI Jury
Instructions—Criminal, 1900, n.4. The abor-
tion protester case, therefore, was unusual
only in the sense that there are not very
many disorderly conduct prosecutions aris-
ing out of political protests. My handling of
the case did not, therefore, represent ‘‘un-
usual leeway’’ to the defendants in this con-
text.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, while it
is true that there was no mention of
the 100 arrests in the record of the
case, this fact was well known because
the Milwaukee Journal ran a story
about this the day the defendants were
convicted.

As to her claim there was no evi-
dence in the record of the defendant’s
arrest history, that is just wrong. I re-
viewed the record of the case and it
tells a totally different story than
what Justice Sykes told the Senate.
There are at least four different ref-
erences in the record to the defendant’s
arrest history.

For example, the defendant’s sen-
tencing statement said:

I have been in jail before for similar activi-
ties to the one in question before you today.

Another example, a statement by the
assistant district attorney at the sen-
tencing hearing. The prosecutor said:

Here there is no evidence that these de-
fendants have made any effort to conform
their conduct to the requirements of law. In-
stead, both have been charged since this case
has been pending with additional criminal
violations.

The prosecutor noted that:

[defendant Michael] Skott has also en-
gaged in conduct which has precipitated his
arrest and subsequent criminal hearing.

Now, when I asked Justice Sykes in
her follow-up written questions to ex-
plain the discrepancies between her
earlier statements and the actual
record in court, she dissembled. She
said her definition of ‘‘history of ar-
rests” did not include arrests that
stem from civil violations nor arrests
that occurred during the pendency of
the case.

These distinctions by Justice Sykes
are completely artificial. An arrest is
an arrest. But rather than admit she
made a mistake in her initial answer,
she persisted in her contradictory and
confusing portrayal of the case.
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I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of my fol-
low-up written questions to Justice
Sykes and her written answers.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS OF SENATOR RICHARD
J. DURBIN TO JUSTICE DIANE SYKES, NOMI-
NEE FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT OF
APPEALS—APRIL 5, 2004

1. You were the presiding judge in a 1993
abortion case involving the conviction of two
anti-abortion activists, Michael Skott and
Jack Lightner, who were convicted of dis-
orderly conduct for cementing their legs to a
car in order to block the door to a Mil-
waukee abortion clinic.

In a previous question I posed to you, I
asked why you called the defendants con-
victed in this case ‘“fine characters’ and ‘‘ex-
emplary citizens’ at their February 9, 1993
sentencing in light of the fact that one de-
fendant had been arrested 80 times in abor-
tion protests and the other 20 times. Al-
though a January 22, 1993 Milwaukee Journal
article about the defendants’ conviction re-
ported that Mr. Skott had been arrested 80
times in abortion protests and his co-defend-
ant Jack Lightner had been arrested 20
times, you have stated that you were un-
aware of the press reports. You also stated
that, in any event, ‘‘there was no evidence in
the record of a history of arrests in connec-
tion with their protest activity.”

However, a sentencing statement filed with
the Court on February 4, 1993 by one of the
defendants, Michael Skott, indicates other-
wise. Mr. Skott wrote: ““Now it is your job as
en elected representative of this county to
sentence me, Judge Skyes. I have been in jail
before for similar activities to the one in
question before you today.” At the sen-
tencing hearing, held on February 9, 1993,
you stated: ‘I have reviewed carefully the
sentencing statement by Mr. Skott.”

Additionally, the Assistant District Attor-
ney stated at the sentencing hearing: ‘‘Here
there is no evidence that these defendants
have made any effort to conform their con-
duct to the requirements of law. Instead,
both have been charged since this case has
been pending with additional criminal viola-
tions.” The prosecutor also stated that ‘“Mr.
Skott has also engaged in conduct which has
precipitated his arrest and subsequent crimi-
nal charging under the same—purview of the
same issue,” and ‘I understand and I know
that he [Skott] has been many times found
guilty in municipal court and has on occa-
sion served time in the House of Correction
for his failure to pay fines on commit-
ments.”

A. How do you reconcile your statement
that ‘‘there was no evidence in the record of
a history of arrests in connection with their
protest activity’ with Mr. Skott’s statement
that ‘I have been in jail before for similar
activities to the one in question before you
today”’?

See below.

B. How do you reconcile your statement
that ‘‘there was no evidence in the record of
a history of arrests in connection with their
protest activity’ with the Assistant District
Attorney’s statement that ‘‘Here there is no
evidence that these defendants have made
any effort to conform their conduct to the
requirements of law. Instead, both have been
charged since this case has been pending
with additional criminal violations’’?

See below.

C. How do you reconcile your statement
that ‘‘there was no evidence in the record of
a history of arrests in connection with their
protest activity’” with the Assistant District
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Attorney’s statement that ‘“Mr. Skott has
also engaged in conduct which has precip-
itated his arrest and subsequent criminal
charging under the same—purview of the
same issue’’?

See below.

D. How do you reconcile your statement
that ‘‘there was no evidence in the record of
a history of arrests in connection with their
protest activity’ with the Assistant District
Attorney’s statement that ‘T understand and
I know that he [Skott] has been many times
found guilty in municipal court and has on
occasion served time in the House of Correc-
tion for his failure to pay fines on commit-
ments’’?

ANSWER

In misdemeanor sentencing hearings in
Milwaukee County Circuit Court during this
time period, the prosecutor would typically
advise the court of a defendant’s prior crimi-
nal history as a part of the State’s sen-
tencing argument and recommendation. Un-
like today, there were no computers on the
bench and judges relied upon the prosecutor
to present evidence of a defendant’s prior
criminal record at sentencing. Newspaper ar-
ticles are outside the record and therefore
not a proper source of sentencing informa-
tion. A prior criminal record is an aggra-
vating factor for sentencing purposes, and
the lack of a prior criminal record is gen-
erally considered to be a mitigating factor.
As I indicated in my earlier responses, the
prosecutor in this case took the unusual step
of standing silent at sentencing, making no
record of the defendants’ history in this re-
gard and making no sentencing rec-
ommendation on behalf of the State.

After the defense attorneys made their
sentencing arguments, the prosecutor belat-
edly requested an opportunity to address the
court, which was granted. She stated, ‘I can
inform the court I have no knowledge of Mr.
Skott having any prior criminal conviction.
I may be incorrect. I understand and know
that he has been many times found guilty in
municipal court and has on occasion served
time in the House of Correction for his fail-
ure to pay fines on commitments. However,
I am not aware of any criminal convictions.
I see he’s shaking his head no, so that’s a
correct statement.”” The prosecutor then
noted that the other defendant, Mr.
Lightner, had been convicted of two offenses
nearly twenty years before (which, as I indi-
cated in my earlier responses, was too re-
mote and insignificant to the conduct before
the court to have much bearing upon sen-
tencing), and had more recently been fined
for disorderly conduct (circumstances un-
specified.) The prosecutor did not mention
any history of municipal citations for pro-
test activity on the part of Mr. Lightner. In
his written sentencing statement Mr. Skott
indicated only very generally that he had
been in jail for his protest activities; as indi-
cated above, he confirmed that the case be-
fore the court constituted his first criminal
conviction.

I concluded from this very generalized
record information that Mr. Skott’s prior
protest activity had generated only munic-
ipal citations rather than criminal arrests
and charges. Municipal court in Milwaukee
handles only local ordinance matters—traf-
fic tickets and citations for ordinance viola-
tions punishable by civil forfeiture—not
state crimes. Municipal violations are non-
criminal and do not ordinarily involve ar-
rests. Rather, they usually involve the
issuance of a ticket or citation, which re-
quires the defendant’s appearance in munic-
ipal court or payment of a forfeiture in lieu
of appearing in court. Occasionally, when a
municipal forfeiture is imposed and remains
unpaid, the defaulting defendant may be or-
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dered to serve a few days in jail on a ‘‘com-
mitment’’ for nonpayment of the forfeiture.
The matter remains civil in nature. Accord-
ingly, having been found guilty in municipal
court and having served time in jail on mu-
nicipal ‘‘commitments’ does not equate in
our system to having a history of arrests or
criminal convictions. As I have previously
noted, the arrest histories mentioned in the
newspaper article were not part of the sen-
tencing record before the court.

The prosecutor in this case also made a
generalized statement about a new charge
that apparently had been issued against the
defendants for protest-related conduct that
occurred after the case then before the court
had been charged. I did not construe this as
a constituting a history of arrests, although
the record reflects that I certainly took it
into consideration for sentencing purposes,
together with the information about the mu-
nicipal court matters and the other relevant
facts in the record. In my sentencing re-
marks I noted that the defendants ‘‘obvi-
ously have a history of this kind of behavior

. and I need to take that into consider-
ation.” I also stated that ‘‘rehabilitation in
the conventional sense in this case is un-
likely to occur. I suppose it is possible that
you would learn a lesson from this case and
not continue in these activities if you view
the trial as I do, and that is as a rejection by
the community of these kinds of tactics.” I
concluded that ‘‘[b]Jased on the record, how-
ever, and based on what I've heard of your
intentions, I don’t have a great deal of con-
fidence that you will take that message to
heart, and my sentence has to reflect that
fact.” As I indicated in my earlier responses,
I imposed a sentence of 60 days in jail, two-
thirds of the available maximum. In light of
the record evidence regarding the serious-
ness of the offense, the defendants’ character
and backgrounds, and the interests of the
community, this sentence was neither too
harsh nor unduly lenient.

The trial and sentencing hearing in this
case took place more than 11 years ago. My
responses to these and your earlier questions
are based primarily on my review of the per-
tinent parts of the case file, most notably
the transcript of the sentencing hearing, a
copy of which is enclosed. I have a general-
ized independent recollection of this case,
but have relied on the enclosed transcript for
the details, and have attempted to place
those details in the context of the law and
general sentencing practices in Wisconsin.

2. In his sentencing statement, Mr. Skott
equated abortion with the Holocaust and
slavery, and he called abortion clinics
‘““‘death camps’ where ‘‘a hired Kkiller con-
tracts out to end what has been labeled a
problem.” At the sentencing hearing, you
told Mr. Skott and his co-defendant that
‘“obviously you possess fine characters,”
‘“‘you have otherwise been exemplary citi-
zens,” ‘‘your motivations were pure,” and ‘I
do respect you a great deal for having the
courage of your convictions and for the ulti-
mate goals that you sought to achieve by
this conduct.” Can you understand why some
people would view your favorable comments
about the defendants as a validation of their
beliefs?

ANSWER

I do not believe that my sentencing re-
marks, when read in their entirety and not
out of context, could be considered a ‘‘valida-
tion” of the defendants’ beliefs or rhetoric.
My more favorable remarks about the de-
fendants’ ‘“‘motivations,” ‘‘courage of convic-
tion” and ‘‘character’ were not directed at
the validity of their beliefs, but, rather, rep-
resented the legally-required evaluation of
the defendants’ character and motivations to
determine whether any of the usual aggra-
vating criminal motivations or background
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factors were present in the case. Also, my fa-
vorable comment about the goal the defend-
ants sought to achieve was a reference to
their underlying goal of reducing the number
of abortions, as is clear from the following
statement from my sentencing remarks: I
think that people on both sides of the abor-
tion issue would probably agree with you
that reducing the number of abortions in
this country is a desirable goal.” My sen-
tencing remarks also reflect extensive con-
sideration of the seriousness of the offense
and criticism of the defendants’ conduct and
tactics, as I have previously discussed. My
sentencing remarks were fair and even-hand-
ed, and the 60-day jail sentence I imposed, at
two-thirds of the maximum, could not be
characterized as unduly lenient or a ‘‘valida-
tion”’ of the defendants’ beliefs.

Mr. DURBIN. In light of Justice
Sykes’ statements in the case, I have
serious concerns about whether she
recognizes the fundamental right of
privacy and about her ability to rule
fairly in cases involving constitu-
tionally protected rights to privacy.

But let me be clear. My opposition to
this nominee is not because I am pro-
choice on the abortion record and Jus-
tice Sykes may be pro-life. I and my
Democratic colleagues have voted for
over 95 percent of President Bush’s
nominees—191 judges as of today. It is
likely that the vast majority of them
were pro-life on the abortion issue.

Deborah Cook, now a judge on the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit, was endorsed by the Ohio Right to
Life organization. Lavenski Smith, a
judge on the Eighth Circuit, sought to
make all abortions in Arkansas illegal
except to save the life of the mother.
Michael Fisher, now on the Third Cir-
cuit, advocated that abortion is wrong
and should be illegal even in cases of
rape and incest. I voted for all three of
these pro-life nominees.

I voted for James Browning, a judge
we recently confirmed to the district
court in New Mexico. Judge Browning
had spoken at pro-life rallies and called
the pro-choice position ‘‘the tyranny of
the majority over the minority.”” He
called on people who are pro-choice to
“make the choice of life, not holo-
caust.” Despite his passionate feelings,
I voted to confirm him.

Why? Because unlike Justice Sykes,
these judicial nominees—all of them I
have mentioned, who do not share my
views on this important issue—were
honest and candid and open in their
dealings with the committee. I think
that is the bottom line. Even if I dis-
agree with the nominee’s point of view,
I expect them to be honest and candid.

I have appointed in the district
courts of Illinois men and women who
do not share my views on critical
issues. But I do not ask that of them.
I do not come to any nominee with a
litmus test, nor do I come to Justice
Sykes with such a test.

I am also disappointed that Justice
Sykes chose not to answer some basic
questions I asked about some funda-
mental constitutional rights. Instead,
she tried to hide behind the Wisconsin
Code of Judicial Conduct.

Justice Sykes’ refusal to answer my
questions is in stark contrast to an
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Ohio Supreme Court justice whom the
Senate confirmed with my vote last
year: Sixth Circuit nominee Deborah
Cook.

I asked both nominees the exact
same questions: whether they thought
Roe v. Wade and Miranda v. Arizona—
two landmark Supreme Court cases—
were consistent with strict
constructionism. I have asked this
question over and over. Justice Cook
answered my question with painful but
direct honesty. This is what Justice
Cook said:

If strict constructionism means that rights
do not exist unless explicitly mentioned in
the Constitution, then the cases you men-
tion likely would not be consistent with that
label.

That is a candid answer. I am certain
it is an answer Justice Cook knew I did
not agree with personally, but she was
honest, and I respected her for it.

When Senator DEWINE of Ohio came
to me and said, ‘‘I believe she is a good
and fair person,” I said: ‘I will give her
the benefit of the doubt. I will support
her nomination because of her candor
and honesty.”

Now, contrast that with the answer I
received from Justice Sykes to the
exact same question. She said:

This question requests a critique of certain
United States Supreme Court cases that I
am or will be required to interpret and apply
as a judge in individual cases before the
court. The Wisconsin Code of Judicial Con-
duct prohibits judges from engaging in extra-
judicial commentary with respect to par-
ticular cases or legal issues that would ap-
pear to commit the judge in advance or sug-
gest a promise or commitment of a certain
course of conduct in office regarding par-
ticular cases or legal issues.

This is a major-league evasion. If ju-
dicial nominees could each hide behind
the local code of ethics in their State
and say they could not even tell us
where they stand on landmark Su-
preme Court decisions, such as Miranda
and Roe v. Wade, and whether these de-
cisions are consistent with a certain
judicial philosophy, then the Senate
Judiciary Committee should turn out
its lights and the Senate should walk
away from any role in advising and
consenting to judicial nominees. But
that is not what I swore to uphold
when I took the oath of office to serve
in the Senate.

What Justice Sykes sent to me in re-
sponse to that question was evasion
with a capital “E,” and I do not believe
the Senate should accept such re-
sponses.

Justice Sykes’ refusal to answer my
questions was not only evasive but er-
roneous. I contacted Steven Lubet, an
expert on judicial ethics and a law pro-
fessor at Northwestern University Law
School in Chicago. I showed him Jus-
tice Sykes’ responses to my questions,
and he wrote a letter stating that the
Wisconsin Code of Judicial Conduct
does not prevent Justice Sykes from
answering my questions.

So this is my conclusion, having con-
sidered these three elements: first, that
Justice Sykes has taken pride in the
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fact that she is known as a hanging
judge and is extreme in her sentencing
procedures; second, that she was not
open and honest with me in the sen-
tencing of a case which involved people
who were well known to be serial, at
least, arrestees, if not criminals, be-
cause of their conduct; and, third, that
she would not answer the most basic
questions about her judicial philos-
ophy, which I think goes to the core of
our responsibility in the Senate Judici-
ary Committee.

Time and again, Justice Sykes has
demonstrated she does not possess the
qualities necessary to inspire the con-
fidence we should expect from a Fed-
eral judge. She has been nominated to
serve for the rest of her natural life on
the second highest court in America. I
do not believe she can provide the good
judgment, candor, or fairmindedness
that we must demand of each person
seeking such an important appoint-
ment. I will vote ‘“no” on this nomina-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for up
to 5 minutes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. ALEXANDER and
Ms. LANDRIEU pertaining to the intro-
duction of the legislation are printed in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.”’)

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALEXANDER). The Senate will return to
legislative session.

————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005—Contin-
ued

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Chair lay
before the Senate the Defense appro-
priations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALEXANDER). Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 4613) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 2005, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3490

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the Senator from Montana, Mr. BAU-
cUS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an amendment
numbered 3490.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To set aside an amount for a grant

to Rocky Mountain College, Montana, for

the purchase of aircraft for support of avia-
tion training)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8021. Of the amount appropriated by
title IIT under the heading ‘‘AIRCRAFT PRO-
CUREMENT, AIR FORCE’”, $880,000 shall be
available to the Secretary of the Air Force
for a grant to Rocky Mountain College, Mon-
tana, for the purchase of three Piper air-
craft, and an aircraft simulator, for support
of aviation training.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment has been agreed to on both
sides. There may be allocated up to
$880,000 for a specific project the Sen-
ator is interested in. I ask for adoption
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, without objection,
the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3490) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3491

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk for Mr.
CORZINE and ask that it be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. CORZINE, proposes an amendment
numbered 3491.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Navy’’, $4,000,000 for

Aviation Data Management and Control

System, Block II)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of the
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Navy’, up to
$4,000,000 may be available for Aviation Data
Management and Control System, Block II.

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment is
for Senator CORZINE, who is seeking an
earmark for up to $4 million for a spe-
cific project. It has been agreed upon. I
ask unanimous consent that it be
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3491) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3492

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk for Senators
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KENNEDY, KERRY, SCHUMER, and CLIN-
TON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SCHUMER,
and Mrs. CLINTON, proposes an amendment
numbered 3492.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 118, insert the following new sec-
tion on line 5:

“SEC. 9006. In addition to amounts other-
wise made available in this Act, $50,000,000, is
made available upon enactment for ‘Office of
Justice Programs—State and Local Law En-
forcement Assistance’ for discretionary
grants under the Edward Byrne Memorial
State and Local Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Programs for reimbursement to State
and local law enforcement entities for secu-
rity and related costs, including overtime,
associated with the 2004 Presidential Can-
didate Nominating Conventions, to remain
available until September 30, 2005: Provided,
That from funds provided in this section the
Office of Justice Programs shall make grants
in the amount of $25,000,000 to the City of
Boston, Massachusetts; and $25,000,000 to the
City of New York, New York: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 502 of H. Con. Res.
95, the concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 2004: Provided further, That the
entire amount shall be available only to the
extent that an official budget request for
$50,000,000, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in H. Con. Res.
95, the concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 2004, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress.”’

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment, on an emergency basis,
to add $25 million for the security at
each of the party conventions in Bos-
ton and New York. It is consistent with
past policy, and we have agreed to ac-
cept this amendment on an emergency
basis. I ask for consideration of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3492) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio has an amendment
to offer.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3493

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3493.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To appropriate funds for the crisis
in Darfur and Chad)

On page 118, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

TITLE X
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT
UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER AND FAMINE
ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster and Famine Assistance’,
$70,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds appropriated by
this paragraph shall be available to respond
to the humanitarian crisis in the Darfur re-
gion of Sudan and in Chad: Provided further,
That such amount is designated as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 502 of
H. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress): Provided fur-
ther, That such amount shall be available
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for a specific dollar amount, that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of
the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in H. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress), is
transmitted by the President to Congress:
Provided further, That funds shall be made
available under this heading immediately
upon enactment of this Act.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Migration
and Refugee Assistance’, $25,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That funds appropriated by this paragraph
shall be available to respond to the humani-
tarian crisis in the Darfur region of Sudan
and in Chad: Provided further, That such
amount is designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 502 of H. Con.
Res. 95 (108th Congress): Provided further,
That such amount shall be available only to
the extent that an official budget request for
a specific dollar amount, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request
as an emergency requirement as defined in
H. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress), is trans-
mitted by the President to Congress: Pro-
vided further, That funds shall be made avail-
able under this heading immediately upon
enactment of this Act.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, Monday,
I came to the floor to outline what we
needed to see accomplished in Darfur,
Sudan, where tens of thousands have
died, hundreds of thousands are cur-
rently in peril, and millions more have
lost their homes and their livelihoods.
My last speech focused on what the
government of Sudan needed to do.
Today I want to focus on what we need
to do, what the U.S. Government and
the American people need to do.

Today, I am offering an amendment
to the fiscal year 2005 Department of
Defense appropriations bill, together
with Senators LEAHY, BROWNBACK,
ALEXANDER, FRIST, and MCCAIN. This
critical amendment will provide $95
million in emergency funding to help
address the current crisis in Darfur and
eastern Chad. The House included the
same $95 million in their bill this past
Tuesday, and I hope we will do the
same.

Specifically, the amendment would
add $70 million to USAID’s Inter-
national Disaster and Famine Assist-
ance programs in Darfur, as well as $25
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million to the Department of State for
refugee assistance in eastern Chad.
This type of crisis is exactly why we
created these accounts. Now we need to
use them.

Mr. President, we simply need to do
this. Ten years ago, we failed to act
when close to a million people were
slaughtered in Rwanda. We cannot go
back now and change that, much as we
would like to. But we can do something
different today. What is occurring
today is genocide. Hundreds of thou-
sands of people are dying, and we can
prevent it. To ignore this crisis would
be a tragic mistake. To deny this fund-
ing would be to deny children the right
to live and people the right to survive.
We are not responsible for the geno-
cide, but we will be responsible if we do
not do something today to prevent
these people, these children, men and
women, from dying.

Many times, we come to the floor and
talk about emergencies. Sometimes
the word is almost debased. But if ever
there was an emergency, this truly is
an emergency. This truly is a crisis.

If this situation weren’t so serious,
we could wait and offer this amend-
ment to another bill. Members of the
Senate, time does not allow us to do
that. Time is not on our side. Using
this bill as the vehicle will make the
emergency funding available as soon as
we pass it, and it is signed into law.
That is why we must act on this bill.

Every major humanitarian organiza-
tion in the world has recognized Darfur
as the worst humanitarian crisis in the
world today. But a quote by the U.N.
World Food Program Deputy Director
in Chad captures it best:

There will be a tragedy if nothing happens.
I don’t think any of the children under the
age of 5 will make it [if nothing happens],
and the pregnant women, too. For those who
are under 5, there is no chance. They will
simply die from starvation.

The U.S. Agency for International
Development is also increasing their
mortality figures, their estimates.
They now say their original estimate
that at least 350,000 people could die of
disease and malnutrition over the next
9 months is conservative. That is be-
cause the violence that started all of
this has not stopped, and because the
conditions those individuals are facing
are getting worse with the oncoming
rains. Hundreds of thousands are now
in shantytowns around the regional
capitals or in refugee camps in eastern
Chad. The conditions are quickly dete-
riorating because aid groups simply
cannot accommodate the large num-
bers. The United States is currently
meeting about 25 percent of the food
needs. But that means that 75 percent
of the food needs are not being met; 75
percent of the people face starvation.

Malnutrition and disease are our big-
gest enemies in a crisis such as this.
The polio epidemic hitting Africa has
spread to Darfur, and only 50 percent of
the children are immunized. The race
against the clock is well underway and
we need to make sure that USAID and
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the State Department have the money
they need to respond, and respond now.
I have no doubt in my mind that the
long-term needs in Darfur and eastern
Chad exceed what this amendment
calls for, but for now at least this will
allow our aid agencies to begin to meet
their immediate needs this year. The
children cannot wait and, therefore, we
cannot delay these funds any longer.

That is why I join my colleagues and
ask my colleagues to join me in press-
ing, also, for a U.N. security resolution
authorizing peacekeeping troops to
monitor the cease-fire in Darfur and
ensure, by force if necessary, that hu-
manitarian aid is not obstructed. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Ambassador to
Sudan, there is no evidence yet that
the Government of Sudan is serious
about addressing the militias which
have caused so much of this problem. If
the Government of Sudan refuses to ad-
dress the ethnic cleansing that we have
seen, then we should make sure the
United States will.

Senator DURBIN and I have a letter
that we are now circulating that we
will send to Secretary Powell. This let-
ter addresses this issue, and I invite
my colleagues to sign this letter.

Finally, I want to alert my col-
leagues to another crisis that is begin-
ning to emerge in Africa. We do not
have time today to speak in detail
about it, but we should watch for this
crisis because we will have to address
this crisis as well, and the world needs
to address this crisis, and that is the
crisis in the Congo.

Militant groups who escaped from
Rwanda after the genocide there are
now destabilizing the Congo. Mr. Presi-
dent, 3.3 million people are without hu-
manitarian aid.

If we do not pay attention to the
Congo, then the Congo is, in a short pe-
riod of time, going to also look like
Darfur, and we will have failed again
and the world will have failed again.

The world must pay attention. We
must learn to stop these events before
they become crises. That is why our re-
sponse to Darfur today in this amend-
ment is so important. We need to set
the precedent that we failed to set in
Rwanda: that the U.S. Government will
be watching for ethnic cleansing and
genocide, and no matter where it is
found, we will respond, and those re-
sponsible will be held accountable.

We simply cannot tolerate crimes
against humanity, and we must speak
out. If we fail in this effort, we doom
not only the people of Darfur but the
victims of future conflicts as well. We
need to make ‘‘never again’’ a promise
of the U.S. Government that is en-
forced by our actions. I, therefore, urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and continue to call attention to
what is happening in Darfur.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
join my colleague from Ohio in sup-
porting this amendment that will put
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forward $95 million in emergency aid to
the Sudan. I thank him for bringing
this forward. I thank the Chair for
holding a hearing on this recently to
highlight what is taking place. He out-
lined what is occurring. This is hap-
pening before our very eyes.

I associate myself with my col-
league’s statement that we need to say
to people around the world that when
genocide occurs, we will respond. There
will be consequences on governments
that conduct genocide in their nations.

What we are seeing taking place
today is something on a massive scale
before our very eyes. We had satellite
photographs appearing today. We see
vast sections of communities wiped
out, burned out. We see militias going
in, backed by the government, burning
communities, poisoning wells, putting
dead animals down in the bottom of
wells so they are not usable.

This is a marginal region in the first
place, where, if you push people out of
their homes and away from their en-
campments, it is difficult to survive.
We now have by estimates about 1 mil-
lion people on the move in this region.
We have, by estimates, the capacity to
feed 300,000 people, with 1 million peo-
ple on the move. One can see that if the
situation does not improve, we are
going to have a large group of people
who are not going to get fed, housed,
and are vulnerable. Many will die.
Many will perish. We are going into the
rainy season in this region.

There are a couple of items we need
to do. No. 1, we need to get this aid
passed. I thank the chairman for allow-
ing us to bring up this amendment, and
I urge my colleagues to adopt it. We
need to get the international commu-
nity engaged with the international ob-
servers, the African Union, the United
Nations, with observers and peace-
keepers in this region. We need to force
the Sudanese Government to stop their
sponsorship of the Jingaweit. This is
the Arab militia that is going into the
region and burning communities and
attacking communities with machine

guns.

We need to stop the Sudanese Gov-
ernment from using helicopter
gunships for aerial bombardments,

from going into these communities and
driving people out, killing them with
bombings or by military attacks. We
need to speak very clearly and then act
decisively.

Time is of the essence. We need to
act now for us to be able to save the
lives in this region that are so vulner-
able and will be lost if we do not act.

I applaud the Secretary of State for
announcing today that he will be trav-
eling next week to the Darfur region in
the Sudan. Congressman WOLF and I
will be traveling there shortly as well
to view this situation and to put pres-
sure on the Sudanese Government to
stop this and to put pressure on the
international community to effectively
respond.

We can act, and we can stop this if
we act now. Mother Teresa, when she
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came to this country and people were
asking her what can they do to help
the poor, to help those in trouble, re-
sponded by saying: We all have our Cal-
cuttas. There are things each of us can
do. We all have our Calcuttas.

Here is a situation to which we can
respond. We can do something. We need
to adopt this amendment. We need to
put pressure on the international body
and the Sudanese Government, and we
can save lives by doing so. I urge the
adoption of this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor of this important amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I par-
ticularly wish to thank my colleague,
Senator DEWINE from Ohio, for his
leadership, Senator BROWNBACK from
Kansas, and the Presiding Officer, Sen-
ator ALEXANDER, for their leadership
on this amendment.

In my hometown of Springfield, IL,
my wife and I live next door to this
family—we have lived in the neighbor-
hood for over 25 years—and one of the
young women in that family, after
serving several years in the U.S. Air
Force, left to work for the World Food
Program, and then work for USAID. As
we speak, she is in Sudan trying to
bring necessary relief in this horrible
situation.

It is in Robin May’s honor that I am
happy to add my name as a cosponsor
to this important amendment.

I also acknowledge with gratitude
the helpfulness of Senator STEVENS and
Senator INOUYE in allowing us to offer
this amendment.

If one reads the history of the last 10
years, one will be struck by the fact
that at least in the situation of Rwan-
da, if not in other times, we in the
United States turned a blind eye to
genocide, to the massive killing of in-
nocent people. We are not going to let
that happen in the Sudan and Chad.

This commitment of funds, though
modest in relation to the problems,
shows that the United States is willing
to step up and try to show leadership
with the rest of the world in helping
these poor innocent victims.

We are constantly defining ourselves
to the world. Those definitions come
out many times in photographs that
are not complimentary and sometimes
in photographs that are. I hope the
world, in viewing this small but impor-
tant effort, will understand that Amer-
ica does care, and cares for those who
are suffering in the most remote re-
gions of the world and in Africa, of
course.

I am happy to add my name as a co-
sponsor to this amendment. I hope it is
adopted with overwhelming support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Ohio and the
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Senator from Illinois for their re-
marks. The Senator from Kansas has
spent a great deal of time in Africa and
has been a good teacher to the rest of
us on this subject. The majority leader,
Senator FRIST, has visited the Sudan
many times. All of us are deeply con-
cerned about what is happening in
Darfur. Just at the time when we were
starting to celebrate the beginning of a
solution to a mnorth-south conflict
which has gone on for years and years,
suddenly we are hit, literally in the
face, with this terrible genocide in the
western part of Sudan.

It is important to this body that we
show that in the midst of all of the
other things that are going on in the
world that we recognize this situation.

We recognize the importance of it.
We recognize that by our speaking out,
by our actions, by visits by representa-
tives of our administration, and by the
Congress, we can make a difference in
this genocide.

As the Senator from Ohio remarked,
we all look back 10 years to a time in
Rwanda when we were thinking that
we cannot be a policeman everywhere
in the world, we cannot deal with every
problem, but at the same time that
problem ballooned to such a massive
size we are all embarrassed about the
fact that as a country we did not do
more.

That does not always mean we send
troops into a country. It does not al-
ways mean we send ships nearby a
country. But it does mean there are a
number of things we can do, and with
this bipartisan act today in the midst
of perhaps the most important bill we
have to discuss, which is the proper
support for the men and women who
are fighting to defend our country, we
are taking a few minutes to say there
is a terrible event happening in the
western part of Sudan that could stop
immediately if the Government in
Khartoum would stop it. We ask them
to do it in a bipartisan way and we fur-
ther ask the United Nations, which in
this case has more of a capacity than
we do, to influence that government
and to get busy and do its job. That is
what we are asking today. The amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio appro-
priates $95 million to help in that ef-
fort.

Last week I chaired a hearing of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
on the situation in Sudan. The alarm
could not have been sounded more
loudly. I chaired that hearing because I
am chairman of the African Affairs
Subcommittee. One of our witnesses,
John Prendergast of the International
Crisis Group, told the committee the
first phase of the genocide in Darfur is
already complete. The Government of
Sudan, largely through its Janjaweed
militia, has pursued an active cam-
paign of ethnic cleansing. Over 30,000—
maybe 50,000—have already been killed
by direct attacks on villages in Darfur.
They have leveled hundreds of villages.
Other Senators have spoken of the de-
tails, but that is what is happening.
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So now the second phase of the geno-
cide is underway. The Government of
Sudan and its militias are forcing the
starvation and death of hundreds of
thousands of people. As the Senator
from Kansas explained, these are peo-
ple living on the margin. When they
are moved away from their huts, when
dead animals or dead people are thrown
down their wells, they have very little
ability to survive. As the rainy season
comes, it makes it worse.

On top of that, the Government of
Sudan, in addition to tolerating the
killing of these people, is putting ob-
stacles in the way of our efforts and
the efforts of others in the world to
provide food and aid to people who are
starving and dying. It is an uncon-
scionable set of actions by that govern-
ment.

When we think of Sudan, we usually
think of a conflict between a Muslim
and Arab government, and an African
and Christian insurgency. That is not
the case here. This is Muslim against
Muslim, but still Arab against African.
Ethnicity, not religion, is the primary
factor.

Another of our witnesses, Julie Flint
of Human Rights Watch, was there
writing a report this spring, travelling
by horse and camel through the area.
She talked about refugees who fled to
neighboring Chad, about 200,000 of
them, family members being raped and
killed in front of loved ones. She said
the region is now largely empty. Where
villages were, only rubble remains. The
Sudanese Government claims the
Janjaweed forces in Darfur are acting
on their own and the government
wants to stop them. The evidence sug-
gests otherwise.

Our administration has been a strong
voice in this case, but the inter-
national community has failed to re-
spond. The U.N. Human Rights Com-
mission, which is supposed to confront
flagrant abuses of human rights, espe-
cially when they occur on such a mass
scale, failed to adopt a U.S. resolution
condemning the atrocities. That body
has become a travesty, condoning the
very activity it was intended to pre-
vent.

The Bush administration, this Gov-
ernment, has had remarkable success
in the peace process between the north
and the south. We are proud of that.
Protocols addressing all the major out-
standing issues in that process were
signed in May. Senator Danforth, who
was the President’s special envoy, has
been a real leader. Other nations have
joined in that effort: Great Britain,
Norway, Kenya.

Some of our friends are concerned if
we confront the government in Khar-
toum, Sudan, too directly about the
atrocities in the west, Darfur, that will
jeopardize any prospect for lasting
peace in southern Sudan. They may be
right. But if hundreds of thousands of
lives are the price of peace in southern
Sudan, the price is too high.

So the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio, which I am glad to cospon-
sor, will enable the United States to
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step up to this crisis quickly, providing
relief to those in need.

Other nations are also contributing. I
hope they will join the United States
in condemning the actions of the Suda-
nese government in the U.N. Security
Council and demand full humanitarian
access to Darfur now. I congratulate
the Senator from Ohio on this amend-
ment. I am proud to support it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise
today to lend my strong support to the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Ohio. I would also like to recog-
nize the leadership that the Senator
from Kansas, Mr. BROWNBACK, and the
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD,
have shown on the issue of Sudan
throughout the years.

This amendment mirrors efforts in
the House of Representatives appro-
priations bill to add $95 million to ad-
dress the humanitarian crisis in
Darfur, Sudan and across the border in
Chad.

It is a good start and I commend the
chairman and ranking member of the
Defense Subcommittee for accepting
this amendment. However, it is only a
start, and a modest one at that.

We should be providing at least dou-
ble this amount to address what is the
worst humanitarian crisis that exists
in the world today. I hope that by the
time we conclude debate on this bill
the Senate will have agreed to addi-
tional funds for Sudan.

The Senate needs to act. The situa-
tion is abysmal. The situation is hor-
rendous. The situation is intolerable.

Sudanese military forces and govern-
ment-backed militia forces have left
tens of thousands dead, over a million
displaced, and hundreds of thousands
at immediate, urgent risk. USAID has
warned that without full humanitarian
access, 350,000 displaced civilians may
die or hunger and disease in the coming
months.

The massacres and widespread rapes,
the destruction of villages, mosques
and farms—all of this violence and hor-
ror have given rise to a second, even
more costly wave of suffering, as civil-
ians are left with no capacity to sus-
tain themselves as the rainy season ap-
proaches.

On top of this, the Sudan-Chad bor-
der is heavily patrolled to keep some of
the most vulnerable civilians from flee-
ing to refugee camps in eastern Chad.

What is happening is appalling, it is
an affront to all humanity, to all
faiths, and we cannot stand by and sim-
ply watch this unfold.

The Sudanese government claims to
have granted humanitarian access to
Darfur. This is a sham. The govern-
ment of Sudan has done virtually ev-
erything it can to prevent the inter-
national community from effectively
addressing the crisis in Darfur. The
government has stalled and delayed
permission to travel, prevented the use
of vehicles and radios in certain areas,
and looked the other way as militias
have attacked and threatened humani-
tarian workers.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Hundreds of thousands of people are
at risk. We have a responsibility to act
to address this terrible situation. I
urge my colleges to support the
DeWine amendment and I will be look-
ing for ways to do more to help the ca-
tastrophe unfolding in Sudan.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to express my support for the
amendment introduced by Senator
DEWINE to provide humanitarian as-
sistance for the refugees in Darfur,
Sudan. Of all the places on REarth,
where Killing and deaths are rampant,
Darfur, Sudan leads the list.

The DeWine amendment will provide
$95 million to respond to the crisis, in-
cluding $70 million for International
Disaster and Famine Assistance and
$256 million for Migration and Refugee
Assistance.

In response to attacks by rebel
groups in the Western region of Darfur,
Arab militias, known as Jangaweed,
armed and aided by the government of
Sudan, launched a brutal campaign of
ethnic cleansing against non-Arab resi-
dents, including murder, rape, forced
displacement, and looting. Over 30,000
have been killed and more than 2 mil-
lion displaced.

The situation is dire. While the
United Nations Security Council re-
cently endorsed the peace process to
end Africa’s longest running civil war,
USAID Administrator Andrew Natsios
estimated that 300,000 refugees from
Darfur may perish due to a lack of
basic food and medicine. He added that
that number could reach as high as one
million.

Secretary of State Colin Powell has
stated that the Administration is cur-
rently studying whether or not the
rampage in Darfur can legally be de-
fined as ‘‘genocide’’.

Whatever the legal conclusion—and
in this Senator’s mind the Kkillings
most certainly can be characterized as
genocide—the United States and the
international community have a moral
obligation to provide assistance to the
refugees and compel the government of
Sudan to put a stop to the death
squads.

It is past time for the U.N. Security
Council to pass a resolution author-
izing a robust monitoring and peace-
keeping force and demanding that the
government of Sudan disarm the
Jangaweed and allow humanitarian as-
sistance to reach the refugees.

Sadly, it appears that debate over
such a resolution could take weeks and
put countless lives at risk. Inaction
will also threaten the peace process
that so many people, including the new
U.S. Ambassador to the United Na-
tions, John Danforth, have worked so
long to put in place.

While the Security Council waits, the
U.S. Senate can act now. Earlier this
month, Mr. Natsios pledged an addi-
tional $188.5 million in emergency as-
sistance to address the humanitarian
crisis in Darfur. While this amendment
does not match that amount, it is a
start and it will give the refugees some
hope.
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Ten years ago the world remained si-
lent and stood by as the genocide un-
folded in Rwanda. In the wake of hun-
dreds of thousands of deaths, we com-
mitted ourselves to not make the same
mistake twice.

The situation in Darfur is now test-
ing the United States and the inter-
national community’s will to fulfill
that pledge. We must not fail those
who are now facing displacement, star-
vation, and death. We must rise to the
occasion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this amendment be tempo-
rarily set aside so I can send to the
desk an amendment which has been
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3497
Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment

to the desk for the Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ALEXANDER). The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3497.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To set aside an amount for pro-

curement of aircrew bladder relief (ABRD)

kits)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title under the heading ‘‘Other Procurement,
Air Force”’, up to $2,000,000 may be used for
aircrew bladder relief device (ABRD) Kkits.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for adoption of
the amendment. This is an amendment
earmarking specific funds for a specific
project for our crews.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3497) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent Senator DOLE be added as a co-
sponsor to amendment No. 3493.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I urge
Senators to come present their amend-
ments.

We will be pleased to yield the floor
to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota, the Democratic leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
again compliment our two managers.
We want to encourage Senators to
come over and offer their amendments.
I hope over the course of the next cou-
ple of hours we can dispose of whatever
pending amendments there are.

Mr. President, I understand the pend-
ing legislation is an amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Ohio regard-
ing Sudan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
history of the world’s response to geno-
cide is one of long memory and poor
eyesight.

Each of us have, at one time or an-
other, looked back upon the terrible
history of the Holocaust and made a
commitment, in public or in our
hearts, not to stay silent should the
first signs of a potential genocide come
into view.

Every one of President Bush’s six im-
mediate predecessors gave voice to this
common commitment. And yet each
saw during their tenure a genocide
somewhere in the world.

In the last quarter of the twentieth
century, 1.7 million Cambodians were
murdered by the Khmer Rouge; 100,000
Kurds were massacred by Saddam Hus-
sein; 200,000 Bosnia Muslims were
killed by Serb militia; and 800,000
Rwandan Tutsis and moderate Hutus
were killed at the hands of Hutu mobs
in just 100 days.

As these dangers gathered, and the
cry for help went out to the world, the
world stood by, each time.

Our failure has not been one of moral
understanding. Our failure, simply, has
been one of moral courage.

Today, a tragedy of all too familiar
dimensions appears to be gathering in
the Darfur region of Western Sudan.

Armed and protected by the Suda-
nese military, ethnic Arab militiamen
have brought a plague of terror down
on the African residents of Darfur.

Villages have been razed, crops de-
stroyed, and cattle slaughtered.
Women have been raped and enslaved.

More than 15,000 Sudanese men,
women, and children have been Kkilled,
and a million more have been driven
from their homes in fear.

As they torch villages, the Arab mili-
tia have been heard to shout, “We will
not allow blacks here. . . . This land is
only for Arabs.”

On May 6, the Senate passed a resolu-
tion condemning the Sudanese govern-
ment’s complicity in the terrorizing of
the civilian population of Darfur and
warning of a potential crisis.

Since then, however, no real progress
has been made either to stop the blood-
shed or to bring sufficient aid to the
refugees.
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Humanitarian assistance has not
been allowed to reach all of those in
need.

Meanwhile, the annual rainy season
is now beginning, making transpor-
tation more difficult, and making the
health of the vulnerable even more pre-
carious.

Most ominously, the people of Darfur
are about to miss their planting sea-
son, raising the specter of a famine of
epic proportions and rendering other-
wise productive men and women de-
pendent for at least another year.

Already, USAID predicts 320,000 have
been effectively sentenced to death.
Unless action is taken, 1 million Suda-
nese men, women, and children will die
this year alone.

I repeat, 1 million people face death
in Sudan.

Let’s also be clear on this point.
Most of these deaths are preventable,
but only if the world chooses to act.

Genocide is a crime against human-
ity. And all humanity shares a com-
mon responsibility to respond.

Our revulsion at genocide joins all
people, in all cultures throughout the
world. Unilateral action in this sense
would not be sufficient.

There are few clearer cases for the
need to rally the world. America has
both the opportunity and the obliga-
tion to unite the world community in
trying to prevent yet another genocide.

My friends from Ohio and Vermont,
Senators DEWINE and LEAHY, are urg-
ing us to take the first important step
in stopping this gathering storm. This
additional assistance will help thou-
sands of people avert hunger.

But we also must ensure that we do
everything possible to end this crisis.

The most effective tool against a po-
tential disaster in Sudan is the United
Nations.

The Bush administration must equip
our new ambassador to the United Na-
tions with the authority and support
required to provide effective leadership
on Sudan.

The administration should take the
following steps in order to make sure
that Senator Danforth is able to mobi-
lize international action on Darfur:

First, the Administration must insist
that Khartoum provide complete, unre-
stricted access for all humanitarian op-
erations and aid workers.

Second, we must demand that the
Sudanese government take verifiable
steps to ensure that the militia forces
are restrained, by allowing for the un-
restricted movement and operations of
observers deployed by the African
Union.

In addition, the Sudanese govern-
ment must stop providing arms and
logistical support to the Janjaweed mi-
litia.

Third, we should require that Khar-
toum initiate, with TU.N., African
Union, and regional support and in-
volvement, a dialogue with political,
rebel, and civil society representatives
in Darfur in order to achieve a long-
term resolution of the political crisis
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and agreement on a plan for disarming
militia forces and rebels.

Fourth, the administration should
invest Senator Danforth with the au-
thority to start work immediately on a
Security Council resolution including
each of these steps and establishing
verifiable benchmarks for compliance.

In the event of noncompliance, we
must call for Security Council sanc-
tions, including freezing the assets and
restricting the travel of Sudanese gov-
ernment officials.

In order to be effective, however, it is
vital, that these sanctions be multilat-
eral and the world community share
fully in their implementation.

Fifth, Senator Danforth should also
be empowered to put Khartoum on no-
tice, in the strongest terms, that inter-
national support for implementation of
the North-South peace agreement does

not represent endorsement of
Khartoum’s actions in Darfur.
The agreements reached between

warring parties in the North and South
of Sudan, which could not have been
accomplished without the leadership of
Senator Danforth and the administra-
tion, are nonetheless just the first
steps to bringing stability and peace to
the entire country.

In no way does the Sudanese govern-
ment’s commitment to end hostilities
with rebels in the South justify or
compensate for its active support for
Janjaweed militia in Darfur.

Sixth, in order to clarify Senator
Danforth’s authority, the State De-
partment should make its final deter-
mination on whether the crisis in
Darfur meets the legal definition of
genocide.

Testimony from the victims in
Darfur make it very clear that it does.

In order to remove any ambiguity or
ambivalence from America’s moral
leadership, the State Department
should make its determination quick-
ly, so that we can bring together an ap-
propriate response from the world com-
munity.

Finally, Senator Danforth should be
empowered to initiate discussions
within the Security Council on plan-
ning for an intervention force, if this
should be required to ensure that lives
are saved and a genocide prevented.

Consideration should be given to non-
U.S. troops including from Europe and
Africa; the Security Council should
consult with the African Union.

The main point here is that the plan-
ning must be done now—even if the de-
cision is delayed—both to make clear
to Khartoum that the international
community is serious and to be ready if
it is necessary to intervene.

The history of genocide teaches us
that this crisis needs to be addressed
on several different levels.

First, on the humanitarian level, we
need to provide immediate aid to refu-
gees and to the internally displaced.

Second, we must insist on full ac-
countability for all perpetrators of
crimes against humanity.

In order to keep Sudan from spiraling
downward into a cycle of retributive
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violence, all those responsible must be
brought to justice.

Finally, a long-term resolution de-
mands that the world focus on bringing
about a political solution to the insta-
bility and violence of Sudan.

President Bush has spoken with force
and eloquence on the need to match
American action to American words
and values.

Never is that more important than in
the case of genocide when the lives of
hundreds of thousands hang in the bal-
ance.

President Bush, like his predecessors,
understands the moral imperative to
take action to stop genocide.

Speaking after a tour of the Holo-
caust Museum in 2001, President Bush
reaffirmed ‘‘America’s commitment to
the memory of 6 million who died in
the Holocaust [and] our commitment
to averting future tragedies.”

The future has arrived. A tragedy
stands at the world’s doorstep. These
words are engraved upon the con-
science of the world: Never Again.

In the months ahead, we will learn
what they mean to us.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that amendment No. 3493, which is the
Sudan amendment, be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3493) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
Virginia has an amendment, and I un-
derstand the Senator from South Da-
kota, the distinguished minority lead-
er, wishes to have a discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

TRICARE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
available for the colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
Senator from South Carolina is not on
the Senate floor, but I do not think he
would mind, given the fact——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, he
spoke to me about it, and I expressed a
willingness to indicate to both col-
leagues that the Senate bill contains a
provision coauthored by my two distin-
guished colleagues on a subject that is
of great importance to the men and
women of our military. And it is the
intention of the Senator from Virginia,
as a conferee, to support the Senate po-
sitions as we proceed through the reso-
lution of such differences as the House
and the Senate may have.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the statement of support of-
fered by the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee. It had
been our intention to offer an amend-
ment to provide full 12-month funding,
on this particular bill, for reservists’
TRICARE.

I thank the distinguished chairman
of the committee and our remarkable
ranking member for their efforts and
the acknowledgment of the need to ad-
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dress health care concerns among
members of our Guard and Reserve.
They have done so in this bill in a way
that allows Guard members and reserv-
ists to obtain this health care coverage
for 5 months, up until that time next
yvear when we expect a supplemental to
be brought again before the Senate,
which would then afford us an oppor-
tunity to review the current program
and extend it for the balance of the
year. It would be in consultation with
Senator GRAHAM.

We have concluded that a far better
and more productive and long-lasting
approach would be to complete our
work in the bill where it belongs, the
Defense authorization bill, the legisla-
tion we completed just last night,
thanks to the able leadership of Chair-
man WARNER.

Our concern, of course, has been that
even though TRICARE for reservists
enjoyed the support of more than 70
Members, there may not be the degree
of support in conference that will be re-
quired to sustain the Senate position.
So it is our hope that will happen. The
chairman’s acknowledgment of his in-
terest in protecting the Senate posi-
tion is appreciated, and we will work
with him to see that we are successful
in that effort in committee.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as al-
ways and customary with the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota,
you have spoken to the situation factu-
ally. Historically, that is the way we
have dealt with those matters in the
Senate. I appreciate you respect my po-
sition as a conferee. I cannot make
ironclad commitments, other than I
have always gone into a conference to
try to support the position as taken by
this collective body in its decision-
making process.

Mr. President, I thank my colleague.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I again
thank the chairman. Simply stated, it
is our expectation that we will succeed
in conference this year. This issue has
overwhelming bipartisan support not
only in the Senate but the House as
well. And, obviously, it will keep com-
ing back year after year unless we do
resolve it. It would be my hope this
would be the year we do so success-
fully.

So, again, I thank my colleagues, and
I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

AMENDMENT NO. 3498

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the Senator from Virginia, Mr. WAR-
NER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. WARNER, proposes an amendment
numbered 3498.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase amounts for certain

Navy shipbuilding and conversion pro-

grams, projects, and activities; and to pro-

vide an offset)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. (a) Of the amounts appropriated
by title III under the heading ‘‘SHIPBUILDING
AND CONVERSION, NAVY'—

(1) the amount provided under that head-
ing specifically for the Carrier Replacement
Program (AP) is hereby increased by
$140,900,000;

(2) the amount provided under that head-
ing specifically for CVN Refuelings (AP) is
hereby increased by $110,000,000; and

(3) the total amount provided under that
heading is hereby increased by $250,900,000.

(b) The amount of the reduction provided
in section 8062(a) is hereby increased by
$250,900,000.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I state
to the Senate that this amendment has
been cleared on both sides, and it is
revenue neutral, as I understand it.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished managers of the bill.
I appreciate that. This is a matter that
is of great importance to the U.S.
Navy. I am happy to do it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
ALLEN of Virginia be added as a co-
sponsor to the amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join
in that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, has
the amendment been adopted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3498) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3499

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator ROBERTS and ask that it be
considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. ROBERTS, proposes an amendment
numbered 3499.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To make available, from amounts
appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation, Air Force”’, $6,000,000
for the Science, Mathematics, And Re-
search for Transformation (SMART) Pilot
Scholarship Program)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Air Force’’, up
to $6,000,000 may be available for the Science,
Mathematics, And Research for Trans-
formation (SMART) Pilot Scholarship Pro-
gram.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment would make available up
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to $6 million for a program that the
Senator seeks to have considered. I
urge its adoption. It has been cleared
on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3499) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3500

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator SANTORUM and ask that it be
considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. SANTORUM, proposes an amendment
numbered 3500.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide’’, $5,000,000 for Depart-
ment of Defense Education Activity for the
upgrading of security at Department of De-
fense dependents schools)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title II of this
Act under the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE”, up to
$5,000,000 may be available for Department of
Defense Education Activity for the upgrad-
ing of security at Department of Defense
schools.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment on behalf of the Senator
from Pennsylvania would make avail-
able up to $5 million for a project the
Senator supports. It has been cleared
on both sides. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3500) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3501

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr.
SANTORUM, and I ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. SANTORUM, proposes an amendment
numbered 3501.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Army”’, $3,000,000 for

Medical Advanced Technology for the In-

travenous Membrane Oxygenator)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:
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SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘“‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to
$3,000,000 may be available for Medical Ad-
vanced Technology for the Intravenous Mem-
brane Oxygenator.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment would make available up
to $3 million for another project that
the Senator from Pennsylvania sup-
ports. I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3501) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I state
to the Senate that we have several
Senators who have indicated they have
amendments. I urge they come to the
floor. We have business to conduct
today following completion of this bill.
We do hope we can complete this bill as
early as possible. We do urge that Sen-
ators come to the floor.

Mr. President, I believe our distin-
guished colleague from West Virginia
is here to offer an amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished friend, the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT NO. 3502

Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered
3502.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate

on budgeting and funding of ongoing mili-

tary operations overseas)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. It is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) any request for funds for a fiscal year
for an ongoing military operation overseas,
including operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq, should be included in the annual budget
of the President for such fiscal year as sub-
mitted to Congress under section 1105(a) of
title 31, United States Code; and

(2) any funds provided for such fiscal year
for such a military operation should be pro-
vided in appropriations Acts for such fiscal
year through appropriations to specific ac-
counts set forth in such Acts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last year,
the Senate overwhelmingly approved
an amendment that I offered to urge
the President to budget for ongoing
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military operations. Mr. President, 81
Senators agreed that the administra-
tion should include in its budget re-
quest, which is sent to Congress in Feb-
ruary each year, an estimate of the
funds needed to support our troops in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

The sense-of-the-Senate amendment
that I authored was included in the fis-
cal year 2004 Defense Appropriations
Act, as signed into law by the Presi-
dent on September 30, 2003. But there
was no request for funds for our troops
deployed overseas in the budget that
came to Congress on February 2, 2004.
That budget was stone-cold silent
about our troops in Iraq and in Afghan-
istan.

It was as if the White House had no
plan for how to pay our troops over-
seas, or how to pay for their fuel and
ammunition. We sometimes hear Korea
described as the forgotten war, but the
President’s budget forgot about the
wars ongoing in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Senators on both sides of the aisle re-
alized the folly of ignoring the massive
costs of the wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. In an act of fiscal responsibility,
the chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee included in his mark of the
fiscal year 2005 budget resolution an
additional $30 billion reserve fund for
the costs of the wars. The House of
Representatives went even further by
including a $50 billion reserve fund in
its version of the budget resolution.
Again, these funds were not requested
by the President, but Congress decided
to include them for the sake of fiscal
sanity.

The Defense appropriations bill be-
fore the Senate today includes $25 bil-
lion to pay for our troops in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The White House re-
quested these funds literally at the last
minute. The Armed Services Com-
mittee had completed its markup of
the Defense authorization bill the week
before the administration submitted
its request for these moneys. Talk
about hiding the ball, the administra-
tion stiff-arms Congress by not making
any budget estimate for Iraq and Af-
ghanistan until after the markup of
the Defense authorization bill is com-
pleted.

Does anyone think this $25 billion
will cover the cost of the wars for the
next 12 months? Not a chance, Mr.
President. According to the Depart-
ment of Defense, the cost of operations
in Iraq now averages $4 billion per
month. The cost of operations in Af-
ghanistan is up to $900 million-plus per
month. At that rate of spending, the
President’s $25 billion reserve fund will
not even last half a year.

Talk about short-changing
troops.

That is why, for better or worse, the
White House is planning on springing a
supplemental budget request of $50 bil-
lion or more on Congress and the

our

American taxpayer sometime next
year.
Tragically, all of these funds are

being financed by deficit spending.
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Since the administration refuses to
send Congress an estimate of how much
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan will
cost, much less any plan for how to pay
for those costs, each last-minute emer-
gency request for funds that the Presi-
dent sends to Congress sends our coun-
try deeper into red ink.

Congress has already devoted $122 bil-
lion to Iraq, and every single dollar of
that amount is going to have to be paid
off by the sweat and toil of our chil-
dren and grandchildren for decades to
come, because it is the taxes the future
generations will pay that will be used
to finance the deficit spending of
today. What kind of wars are we run-
ning when we saddle our children, and
their children yet to be born, with the
responsibility of paying for them?

I have heard all of the tired excuses
about why the administration does not
want to estimate the cost of the wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan. I wish I had a
nickel for every time I have heard
someone say that the cost of the war is
“‘unknowable.”

For example, on July 9, 2003, at a
hearing of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I asked Secretary Rumsfeld for
an estimate of how much is being spent
in Iraq and Afghanistan. His response?
“I would not want to venture a guess
and be wrong.” I wouldn’t accept that
answer. I told Secretary Rumsfeld to
go call the Pentagon and find out.
That’s exactly what he did, and he fi-
nally reported back that we were
spending $4.8 billion in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan every month.

That’s why I just don’t buy it when
the administration says it has no idea
what it might cost to finance ongoing
military operations. It is an open se-
cret that the Defense Department is
well able to produce an estimate of the
cost of its operations. The only prob-
lem is that Congress has been contin-
ually stiff-armed in our attempts to
learn about those estimates.

I have also heard time and again that
the United States never budgets for the
cost of wars in advance. That is just
not true. The Congressional Research
Service does state that ‘‘since 1990,
Congress generally has funded combat
operations with supplemental appro-
priations.”” However, the Congressional
Research Service also concludes that
as military operations become more
predictable, such as in peacekeeping
operations, Congress begins to fund
those operations by a combination of
regular budget appropriations and sup-
plemental appropriations and, eventu-
ally, by regular appropriations alone.

Aside from the last decade, there is a
long history of Presidents requesting
funds in regular appropriations bills for
ongoing military operations. CRS has
reported that President Roosevelt re-
quested regular appropriations for the
conduct of World War II in fiscal years
1943, 1944, 1945, and 1946. Presidents
Johnson and Nixon received funding for
the Vietnam War in every Defense Ap-
propriations Act from fiscal year 1966
through 1973. In fact, there were no

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

supplemental appropriations bills for
the Vietnam War after 1969.

Even in more modern times, ongoing
military operations in Bosnia, Kosovo,
and the patrol of the no-fly zones over
Iraq were made part of the regular
budget and appropriations process. The
amendment that I offer to urge the
President to budget for the wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan isn’t a break with
how our government pays for wars. My
amendment says that the President
should stick with historical precedent
and fiscal responsibility in budgeting
for the wars that we are now in.

The amendment that I offer today is
precisely the same amendment that I
offered to last year’s Defense Appro-
priations bill, which was supported by
81 Senators. The amendment simply
states the sense of the Senate that the
President should request funds for on-
going military operations in his reg-
ular budget request, and that such
funds should be appropriated in regular
accounts.

The administration’s practice for
paying for the ongoing wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan must change. This week,
Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz
acknowledged to a House committee
that our troops could be in Iraq for
years to come. If that is true—and I
hope that it is not—now is the time for
Congress to get serious about making
the President figure out a budget plan
for paying for the massive cost of a
long-term military presence in Iraq.

The alternative is to continue with
the current administration policy:
more last minute spending requests,
more reports that our troops are run-
ning out of money, and more deficit
spending. This is a recipe for a fiscal
disaster. Current White House policy
on paying for the war perpetuates an
ongoing budgetary crisis for our troops
overseas: rather than planing for their
needs, we force our troops to bounce
from one stop-gap spending measure to
another. This is just plain wrong.

Congress should not allow itself to be
streamrolled. It should not allow the
President to send up an emergency sup-
plemental, and then demand imme-
diate action by the Congress. That is
now mistakes are made. Last year, the
President failed to request sufficient
funds for body armor for our troops.
Last year, the President failed to re-
quest sufficient funds for armor for
Humvees. Last year, the President
failed to request sufficient funds for lo-
cating and destroying conventional
weapons in Iraq. Now all Americans
know what tragic mistakes those were.
Congress must insist on receiving a de-
tailed budget request for the wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan so that mistakes
like those are not repeated.

The Byrd amendment tells the Presi-
dent that he should budget for the wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan. This is a sim-
ple, common-sense approach that pro-
motes fiscal responsibility. The Senate
already endorsed this approach last
year in an overwhelming vote, and I
urge my colleagues to support my
amendment again.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we
would be pleased to recommend the
adoption of the amendment offered by
Senator BYRD. I believe, if he would
permit, we would be willing to adopt it
on a voice vote. It was adopted last
year, the same amendment, as the Sen-
ator said, by a substantial number of
Senators. We see no reason not to sup-
port the amendment this year. If the
Senator wishes to offer it, we would be
pleased to have it.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished friend. I really wish to
have a rollcall vote on this amend-
ment. It was a very popular amend-
ment last year. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his willingness to
proceed on a voice vote.

Mr. STEVENS. We would be happy to
have a vote, but could we agree to a
later time? There are a series of Sen-
ators in committee meetings right
now, and they asked not to be dis-
turbed for at least another half hour.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. STEVENS. Could we ask for the
yeas and nays and have a time agreed
upon between yourself and the two
managers of the bill?

Mr. BYRD. That would be very satis-
factory.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order to request the
yeas and nays on this amendment at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. The yeas and nays are
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
BIDEN, CORZINE, and FEINGOLD be added
as original cosponsors of amendment
No. 3493.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for
Members of the Senate, we are very
close to the end of the amendments
that we know of, and we would prob-
ably be proceeding to third reading
after the Byrd amendment, unless
Members come forward and offer their
amendments.

AMENDMENT NO. 3503

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
an amendment from the two Senators
from Mississippi, Senators LOTT and
CoOCHRAN. I ask that it be presented to
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],

for Mr. LOTT and Mr. COCHRAN, proposes an
amendment No. 3503.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on the expansion of the Global Hawk Mari-
time Demonstration Program to include
forward deployed forces of the Navy and
the Marine Corps in the United States Cen-
tral Command area of operations)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. It is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the Global Hawk Maritime Demonstra-
tion Program should be expanded to include
the participation of forward deployed forces
of the Navy and the Marine Corps in the area
of responsibility of the Commander of the
United States Central Command; and

(2) the Secretary of the Navy should com-
pile the lessons learned in the conduct of the
demonstration program specifically in that
area of responsibility and incorporate those
lessons into the ongoing activities of the
demonstration program for the development
of concepts of operations.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is a
sense of the Senate concerning the
Global Hawk.

Mr. INOUYE. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3503) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3504

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator REED.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. REED of Rhode Island, proposes an
amendment 3504.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Navy, $3,000,000 to

establish the Consortium of Visualization

Excellence for Underseas Warfare Modeling

and Simulation (COVE))

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY”, up to
$3,000,000 may be available to establish the
Consortium of Visualization Excellence for
Underseas Warfare Modeling and Simulation
(COVE).

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
would make available up to $3 million
for a project Senator REED supports.
We have cleared it and ask that it be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3504) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3505

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator BAYH.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BAYH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3505.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title under the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, ARMY”’, up to $21,900,000 may
be used for M1A2 Tank Transmission Mainte-
nance.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment would make available up
to $21.9 million for a project the Sen-
ator supports. We have cleared the
amendment. I ask that it be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3505) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3506

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator REED.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. REED, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3506.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Navy, $2,000,000 to

conduct a demonstration of a prototype of

the Improved Shipboard Combat Informa-
tion Center)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘“‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY”’, up to
$2,000,000 may be available to conduct a dem-
onstration of a prototype of the Improved
Shipboard Combat Information Center.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would
like to compliment my friend, Senator
STEVENS. He has been a tireless advo-
cate for our Nation’s military and has
ensured that our service members re-
ceive the highest quality training pos-
sible. Senator STEVENS has also not
forgotten that it is the families of our
service members who play a vital role
in supporting our troops and Congress
has a important responsibility to light-
en this heavy load. Therefore, I rise to
ask the Senator’s thoughts about the
Navy’s determination to revolutionize
its training and leadership program
curriculum.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank my colleague
for his kind words. Improving the al-
ready-high quality of training is one of
the Committee’s highest priorities and,
of course, this includes the Navy’s
training and leadership programs. As
the Navy seeks to determine the best
system in order to facilitate this mod-
ernization, the Committee encourages
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the service to evaluate thoroughly the
potential effectiveness of a ‘character-
based, principle-centered program’ de-
signed to teach personnel how to effi-
ciently focus and execute key prior-
ities.

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Senator. I
also hoped the Senator might share his
thoughts on how we might better sup-
port our service members families?

Mr. STEVENS. The Committee con-
tinues to express concern about the
plight of Army families who must deal
with extended deployments of a spouse
or a parent. These continued deploy-
ments place a significant burden on the
modern military family. I hope it will
reassure the Senator, who is concerned
about military families, as am I, that
the Committee encourages the Depart-
ment of the Army to evaluate different
training programs which can assist
families in this critical time of need.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my friend, the
distinguished Chairman.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment would make available up
to $2 million for a project the Senator
supports. We have cleared the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3506) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I state
to the Senate that Senator INOUYE and
I have cleared the amendments pre-
sented to us. We have rejected several.
We ask that Members come to the Sen-
ate floor and indicate if they intend to
pursue the amendments they have sug-
gested they might raise. We are cur-
rently clearing with leadership the
time of 4 o’clock for the time Senator
BYRD’s amendment will come back.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3507

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment sponsored
by Senators BIDEN, LUGAR, INOUYE, and
myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LUGAR, and Mr.
INOUYE, proposes an amendment numbered
3507.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide certain authorities
related to the transfer of defense articles)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. (a)(1) Notwithstanding section
514 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2321h), the President may transfer to
Israel, in exchange for concessions to be ne-
gotiated by the Secretary of Defense, with
the concurrence of the Secretary of State,
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any or all of the items described in para-
graph (2).

(2) The items referred to in paragraph (1)
are armor, artillery, automatic weapons am-
munition, missiles, and other munitions
that—

(A) are obsolete or surplus items;

(B) are in the inventory of the Department
of Defense;

(C) are intended for use as reserve stocks
for Israel; and

(D) as of the date of enactment of this Act,
are located in a stockpile in Israel.

(b) The value of concessions negotiated
pursuant to subsection (a) shall be at least
equal to the fair market value of the items
transferred. The concessions may include
cash compensation, services, waiver of
charges otherwise payable by the United
States, and other items of value.

(c) Not later than 30 days before making a
transfer under the authority of this section,
the President shall transmit a notification of
the proposed transfer to the Committees on
Foreign Relations and Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committees on International
Relations and Armed Services of the House
of Representatives. The notification shall
identify the items to be transferred and the
concessions to be received.

(d) No transfer may be made under the au-
thority of this section more than 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8122. Section 514(b)(2) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(2))
is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘for
fiscal year 2003’ and inserting ‘‘for each of
fiscal years 2004 and 2005’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘for
fiscal year 2003 and inserting ‘‘for a fiscal
year”’.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment pertains to the drawdown
authority of the State of Israel for de-
fense stocks, and it is a technical
amendment that has been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3507) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Again, we have dis-
posed now of all of the amendments
brought to the attention of the com-
mittee on both sides.

We will have a vote, we believe, at 4
o’clock. We will announce that soon. I
urge Senators to notify us if they in-
tend to offer any amendments to the
bill. If not, we will move to third read-
ing following the Byrd amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, after
further consultation, I ask unanimous
consent that the vote on the Byrd
amendment occur at 4 p.m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be no
second-degree amendments in order to
Senator BYRD’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEASUREMENT AND SIGNATURES INTELLIGENCE
RESEARCH PROGRAM

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to en-
gage the ranking member, Senator
INOUYE, in a colloquy regarding the
Measurement and Signatures Intel-
ligence Research Program. Is the Sen-
ator aware of this program and how
critical it is to the development of our
next generation of MASINT sensors?

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, I believe that the
program is important to future innova-
tions for the MASINT community.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Would the Senator
also agree that the MASINT Research
Program has been a great success in
bringing together some of the best
thinking on this issue in Government,
the private sector and our Nation’s
leading colleges and universities?

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, I would.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Finally, wouldn’t
you agree that the valuable work that
the Measurement and Signatures Intel-
ligence Research Program has done
should be continued in Fiscal Year 2005
by retaining the funding level included
in the House of Representatives’ De-
fense Appropriations bill?

Mr. INOUYE. I would agree with the
Senator from New Mexico, and I com-
mend him for his hard work in support
of this program.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3516

Mr. STEVENS. I have an amendment
on behalf of Senator MIKULSKI and Sen-
ator SARBANES. I send it to the desk
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and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Ms. MIKULSKI, for herself and Mr. SAR-
BANES, proposes an amendment numbered
3516.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Air Force’’, $7,000,000

for AN/APG-68(V)10 radar development for

F-16 aircraft)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. (a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNT FOR
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUA-
TION, AIR FORCE, FOR RADAR DEVELOPMENT.—
Of The amount appropriated or otherwise
made available by title IV of this Act under
the heading ‘‘Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Air Force”’, $7,000,000 may be
available for AN/APG-68(V)10 radar develop-
ment for F-16 aircraft.

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF  AMOUNT.—The
amount available under subsection (a) for
the purpose specified in that subsection is in
addition to any other amounts available in
this Act for that purpose.

Mr. STEVENS. This makes available
funds available for a stated amount on
a project the Senator supports. We
have cleared the amendment and ask
for its immediate adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3516) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3517

Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator BILL
NELSON and ask that it be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. NELSON of Florida, proposes an
amendment numbered 3517.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

Of the amount appropriated in title IV
under the heading ‘“‘OPERATIONAL TEST
AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE” up to
$5,000,000 may be made available for the
Joint Test and Training Rapid Advanced Ca-
pabilities (JTTRAC) Program.”

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment pro-
vides up to $56 million for a project the
Senator supports. It has been cleared
by both sides. I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.
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The amendment (No. 3517) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3518

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator SHELBY and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. SHELBY, proposes an amendment
numbered 3518.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the
following:

SEC. . (a) Public Law 108-199 is amended
in Division F, title I, section 110(g) by strik-
ing ““Of the” and inserting ‘‘Prior to distrib-
uting”’; striking ‘“‘each” every time it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘the”’; striking ‘‘project”
every time it appears and inserting
“‘projects’’.

(b) The limitation under the heading ‘‘Fed-
eral-aid highways (Limitation on Obliga-
tions) (Highway Trust Fund)”’ in Public Law
108-199 is increased by such sums as may be
necessary to ensure that each State receives
an amount of obligation authority equal to
what each State would have received under
section 110(a)(6) of Public Law 108-199 but for
the amendment made to section 110(g) of
Public Law 108-199 by subsection (a) of this
section: Provided, That such additional au-
thority shall remain available during fiscal
years 2004 and 2005.

Mr. STEVENS. This is a technical
amendment to clarify the availability
of funds in the 2004 appropriations bill.
It has been cleared on both sides of the
aisle. I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3518) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote and lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT 3502

Mr. STEVENS. The hour of 4 has ar-
rived. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered on the Byrd amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. This is a sense of the
Senate amendment that the Senator
offered on the bill last year that was
adopted by the Senate, and the yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 89,
nays 9, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.]

YEAS—89
Akaka DeWine Lincoln
Alexander Dodd Lott
Allard Domenici McCain
Allen Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Edwards Miller
Bennett Ensign Murkowski
Biden Feingold Murray
Bingaman Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Boor Frige Nelson (NE)
Breaux Graham (FL) I;;;l;ies
Brownback Graham (SC) Reed
Burns Grassley X
Byrd Gregg Reid
Campbell Hagel Roberts
Cantwell Harkin Rockefeller
Carper Hatch Sarbanes
Chafee Hollings Schumer
Chambliss Hutchison Shelby
Clinton Inouye Smith
Cochran Jeffords Snowe
Coleman Johnson Specter
Collins Kennedy Stabenow
Conrad Kohl Stevens
Corzine Landrieu Sununu
Craig Lautenberg Talent
Crapo Leahy Voinovich
Daschle Levin Warner
Dayton Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—9
Bunning Enzi Santorum
Cornyn Inhofe Sessions
Dole Kyl Thomas

NOT VOTING—2

Kerry Lugar

The amendment (No. 3502) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. AKAKA. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. In a few minutes we
will have a series of amendments which
have been cleared and we may have one
more amendment that is coming. That
is all we know.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Re-
publican manager, the chairman of the
committee, suggested that I move for-
ward with my amendment, which will
not take long at all. I can do this in
less than 5 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3520

Mr. President, I send my amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]
proposes an amendment numbered 3520.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To appropriate funds for bilateral
economic assistance)

On page 118, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

TITLE X
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT
UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER AND FAMINE
ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster and Famine Assistance”’,
$188,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds appropriated by
this paragraph shall be available to respond
to the humanitarian crisis in the Darfur re-
gion of Sudan and in Chad: Provided further,
That such amount is designated as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 502 of
H. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I know it
is getting late in this process, and I
will try to make this as quick as pos-
sible. There has already been a signifi-
cant amount of discussion on this
floor, in this town, and actually, quite
frankly, this morning in the meetings
some of us had with the President of
the United States on the situation in
Darfur in the Sudan.

I want to begin by saying I respect
the effort made by my friend, Senator
DEWINE. I understand the managers are
going to accept a proposal for $90 mil-
lion or thereabouts to deal with this
problem. There are already as many as
30,000 dead. Mr. President, 1.2 million
people have been chased from their
homes, and 200,000 refugees have fled to
Chad. The civilians have been bombed
from planes and helicopters by the
Government of Sudan. And there are
continued reports of systematic rape,
murder, and torture by the Sudanese
Government as well as by allied militia
troops.

Now, the U.N. High Commissioner for
Human Rights issued a report in which
the U.N. investigators indicate they be-
lieve that crimes against humanity
have been committed in Darfur.

Secretary of State Colin Powell has
said that the State Department is con-
templating whether Khartoum is en-
gaged in the genocide. I think when
they, in fact, finish they will conclude
clearly that it is.

The Agency for International Devel-
opment and its leader, Andrew Natsios,
as well as U.N. officials, have said that
what has happened in Darfur is the
“worst humanitarian crisis in the
world today.”

They point out that under the best
circumstances—not the worst, the best
circumstances—according to Mr.
Natsios, 320,000 people will die. That is
the best they hope for. If everything
turns around, there are going to be
320,000 dead. And he made that public
statement on June 3. He said ‘‘more re-
sources are desperately needed.”

Now, to have to respond in a manner
that is commensurate with the suf-
fering seems to me to be our obliga-
tion. The President of the United
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States said he brought this to the at-
tention of the G-8. We had this discus-
sion this morning in the Cabinet Room,
and he, quite frankly, indicated that he
was not getting the kind of response
that was warranted. Some of us sug-
gested—and I was not one because oth-
ers spoke first—that this is of an ur-
gent need, and we have to lead.

Now, I know that my friend from
Ohio has called our attention to this
and, in fact, has gotten roughly $90
million appropriated or agreed to. But
the fact is, Mr. Natsios pledged, in Ge-
neva, in the first week in June, that
the United States would come up with
$188 million. That is the pledge this ad-
ministration made in Geneva in June.

Now, the reason I bother to mention
that is, the President pointed out this
morning that the G-8 nations and the
rest of the world do not seem seized
with the same sense of urgency as we
are, and that we have to lead.

If we have announced we are going to
do $188 million, and we are trying to
get the rest of the world in on the deal,
and then we come out of here with less
than half of that, it seems to me it un-
dercuts the very point that is trying to
be made by the President of the United
States.

Now, I am not speaking for the Presi-
dent and implying that he is for or
against this $188 million. I do not
know. I assume he must have been for
it or the head of his AID, under his ad-
ministration, would not have pledged
$188 million.

Now, this is $188 million as emer-
gency money in this fiscal year. Most
of the money Natsios pledged was 2005
money that has yet to be appropriated.
In other words, he pledged money he
does not have and may not get for
quite some time for what he calls the
“worst humanitarian crisis in the
world today,” where, if things go well,
320,000 will die.

The House bill gives less than half
the money, only $70 million. I under-
stand that—again, I am not being crit-
ical of my friend from Ohio, but as he
said to me, he got what he could. That
is good. It is better than nothing.

But keep in mind, the $188 million
pledge was made, according to AID offi-
cials, in advance of the U.N.—in ad-
vance of the U.N.—issuing the revised
numbers about how many people will
be affected. Those numbers have in-
creased.

So the House bill provides less than
half of what might be an inadequate
pledge to begin with.

I was asked not to offer this amend-
ment because we give about half. Ap-
parently that is going to be agreed to
by the managers. But the Senate has
the power to do a lot more than that.
So let’s give the administration what
it said it will need to provide an emer-
gency response in Darfur. If we do not,
make no mistake about it, no one else
is going to step to the plate.

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield
for a request?

Mr. BIDEN. I would be happy to.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be added as a
cosponsor. This is a good amendment.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my friend
from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, be
added as a cosponsor of my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I might
add, this is an unusual position to be
in. I do not usually come to the floor
on matters and try to lead an initiative
on which I am not the guy who has
done the most work. I have not done
the most work on it. There are others,
including Senator LEAHY and others,
who have been out in front on this
issue. But I do not want to see us go
through this wrap-up without us actu-
ally facing up to the facts.

Let’s know what we are doing. Mr.
President, $90 million is better than
nothing, but it is not the $188 million,
which is probably too little anyway,
that we already pledged. I am worried
about the impact that will have on the
rest of the world as we try to generate
support because we need support.

Now, look, our former colleague, Sen-
ator Danforth, who we just confirmed
today, played a leading role in the
Sudan in helping settle one of the real
difficult issues, which was the north-
south problem. Now we have an east-
west problem.

The fact is, he got the international
community to step up and come for-
ward in order to deal with this incred-
ibly humanitarian crisis. It seems to
me that notwithstanding the fact Mr.
Natsios was forced to make the pledge
for money to get the first piece done,
the north-south piece, it is not going to
inspire any contributions from our
partners and donor communities. The
Congress has to provide these emer-
gency funds. This money will not stop
the attacks. It will not do all we need
to do. But it will give essential assist-
ance to the victims of Khartoum’s
atrocities.

How many times have we stood
around this floor, those who have been
here for the better part of the last dec-
ade, and lamented our failure to act in
the last catastrophic African -crisis
with the Hutus and the Tutsis? How
many times have we talked about it?
Bill Clinton writes about it: We wish
we had done more. President Bush
talks about it.

Let’s not do this. Let’s not step back.
Let’s not be here 5 years from now, 10
yvears from now saying: If we only had
acted.

Again, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. At the appro-
priate time, I will ask for the yeas and
nays. The chairman of the committee
indicated he had a very important com-
mitment that required him to be off
the floor but wanted me to make my
statement and get it moved on. I will
not engage in anymore debate on this
issue.

At the appropriate time, when the
chairman or whoever is going to re-
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spond to this amendment makes that
response, I am ready for a vote.

In the meantime, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SMITH). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3520, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am
going to send a modification to the
desk in a moment. I will take 60 sec-
onds to explain it. My staff had drafted
the amendment for $188 million, which
was a pledge by Mr. Natsios, before Mr.
DEWINE’s $90 million was accepted. So
I am not asking for $188 million on top
of that. The amendment I am sending
to the desk asks for an additional $118
million above the 90 which, in fact, ap-
parently the committee has already ac-
cepted.

So I send a modification to the desk
and ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be so modified to say $118
million instead of $188 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

(Purpose: To appropriate funds for bilateral
economic assistance)

On page 118, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

(Mr.

TITLE X
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT
UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER AND FAMINE
ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster and Famine Assistance”,
$118,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That funds appropriated by
this paragraph shall be available to respond
to the humanitarian crisis in the Darfur re-
gion of Sudan and in Chad: Provided further,
That such amount is designated as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 502 of
H. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
that I be permitted 15 minutes to speak
as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. AKAKA are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning
Business.””)

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that this amendment be temporarily
set aside so I can take care of some
amendments we are prepared to offer.
We will come right back to this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3522

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator DopD, and I ask that it be con-
sidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. DoDD, for himself, and Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, proposes an amendment numbered 3522.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Army, $10,000,000 for

the Broad Area Unmanned Responsive Re-

supply Operations aircraft program)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to
$5,000,000 may be available for the Broad
Area Unmanned Responsive Resupply Oper-
ations aircraft program.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that provides up to $5
million for a program the Senator sup-
ports. I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
VOINOVICH). Without objection,
amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3522) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3523

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator NICKLES and ask for its consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. NICKLES, proposes an amendment
numbered 3523.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Navy’’, $2,000,000 for

Handheld Breath Diagnostics)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title under the heading ‘“‘RESEARCH, DEVEL-
OPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY”, up
to $2,000,000 may be used for Handheld Breath
Diagnostics.

(Mr.
the
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment provides up to $2 million
for a program supported by the Sen-
ator. I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3523) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3524

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator LANDRIEU and ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Ms. LANDRIEU, proposes an amendment
numbered 3524.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To set aside an amount for the

Joint Logistics Information System pro-

gram for the automated scheduling tool)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV under the heading ‘“‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY”,
up to $1,800,000 may be used for the Joint Lo-
gistics Information System program for the
automated scheduling tool.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks up to $1.5 million
of funds under the bill, and I ask for its
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the agreement is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3524) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3525

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator BUNNING and ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BUNNING, proposes an amendment
numbered 3525.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To set aside an amount for the

Anti-Sniper Infrared Targeting System)

At the end of Title VIII, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. Of the amount appropriated in
Title IV under the heading ‘‘Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Navy’’, up to
$4,000,000 may be used for the Anti-Sniper In-
frared Targeting System.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment provides up to $4 million in
funds available in the bill. I ask for its
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3526

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the distinguished Senator from Ohio,
Mr. VOINOVICH, and ask for its consider-
ation.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. VOINOVICH, for himself, and Mr.
DEWINE, proposes an amendment numbered
3526.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Army, $3,500,000 for

Laser Peening for Army helicopters)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’ and
available for End Item Industrial Prepared-
ness Activities, up to $3,500,000 may be avail-
able for Laser Peening for Army helicopters.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks funds available
in the bill for projects supported by the
current occupant in the chair, and I
ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3526) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

AMENDMENT NO. 3527

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk another amendment on be-
half of the Senator from Ohio, Mr.
VoINOVICH, and ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. VOINOVICH, for himself, and Mr.
DEWINE, proposes an amendment numbered
3527.

The amendment is as follows:

(To make available, from amounts appro-
priated for Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation, Air Force, $2,000,000 for All
Composite Military Vehicles)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE”,
up to $2,000,000 may be available for Compos-
ites for Unmanned Air Vehicles.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks up to $2 million
from funds available under the bill, and
I ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3528

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator BOXER, and I ask for its con-
sideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment
numbered 3528.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Defense-Wide,

$4,500,000 for development of the Suicide

Bomber Detection System Using a Port-

able Electronic Scanning Millimeter-Wave

Imaging RADAR)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-
WIDE”, up to $4,500,000 may be available for
development of the Suicide Bomber Detec-
tion System Using a Portable Electronic
Scanning Millimeter-Wave Imaging RADAR.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks up to $4.5 million
from funds available in the bill, and I
ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3528) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3529

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the Senator from Montana, Mr. BURNS,
and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BURNS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3529.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 161 of the Senate report:

““Of the funds available in Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Navy, up to $3
million may be made available for the ‘Mo-
bile On-Scene Sensor Aircraft Intelligence
Command, Control and Computer Center’.”

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks up to $3 million
in funds in the bill. I ask for its adop-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3529) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3530

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
another amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator BURNS to the desk and ask for its
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BURNS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3530.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 147 of the Senate report:

“Of the funds available in Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Army, up to $2
million may be made available for ‘Care of
Battlefield Wounds’.”

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks $2 million for re-
search concerning battlefield wounds
from funds available in the bill. T ask
for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3530) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3531

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
the Senator from Kansas, Mr. ROBERTS,
and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. ROBERTS, proposes an amendment
numbered 3531.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for ‘‘Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Army,”” $3,000,000 for

the United States Army Intelligence and

Security Command’s Information Domi-

nance Center)

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . Of the amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by title of this
Act under the heading ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Army,” up to
$3,000,000 may be available to establish re-
dundant systems to ensure continuity of op-
erations and disaster recovery at the United
States Army Intelligence and Security Com-
mand’s Intelligence Dominance Center.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks funds available
in the bill up to $3 million for the
project the Senator supports. I ask for
its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 35631) was agreed
to.

Mr STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3532

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator KYL and ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3532.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To specify the availability of

amounts for the Subterranean Target Iden-

tification Program)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amounts appropriated by
title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY”
and available for electronic warfare tech-
nology, up to $2,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the Subterranean Target Identifica-
tion Program.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks $2 million from
funds available in the bill, and I ask for
its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 35632) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3533

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
another amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senator KYL and ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3533.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To specify the availability of

amounts for the Program for Intelligence

Validation)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amounts appropriated by
title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY”
and available for Defense Research Sciences,
up to $2,000,000 may be made available for
the Program for Intelligence Validation.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment earmarks up to $2 million
from research funds in the bill. I ask
for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3533) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3534

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator KYL and ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3534.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress

on the continued development of an end-to-

end point of care clinical diagnostic net-
work to combat terrorism)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. It is the sense of the Senate
that—
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(1) funds appropriated by title IV under the
heading “‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE” for chemical
and biological defense programs should be
made available for the continued develop-
ment of an end-to-end point of care clinical
diagnostic network to combat terrorism; and

(2) such funds should be distributed to
partnerships that combine universities and
non-profit organizations with industrial
partners to ensure the rapid implementation
of such clinical diagnostic network for clin-
ical use.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment pertains to earmarking
funds throughout a whole area of the
Department. It does not provide addi-
tional funds. It specifies where the
funds should be allocated, and we be-
lieve it is necessary. I ask for its adop-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3534) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3535

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
another amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senator KYL and ask for its con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3535.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To specify the availability of

amounts for the Versatile, Advanced Af-

fordable Turbine Engine)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amounts appropriated by
title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, AIR
FORCE” and available for aerospace propul-
sion and technology, up to $3,000,000 may be
made available for the Versatile, Advanced
Affordable Turbine Engine.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment pertains to earmarking
funds for the turbine engine from funds
available in the bill. We believe it is
necessary. I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3535) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3536

Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator TAL-
ENT and ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. TALENT, proposes an amendment
numbered 3536.

The amendment is as follows:

Purpose: To make available, from amounts
appropriated for Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation, Air Force, $5,000,000
for X-43C development
On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert

the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE”,
up to $5,000,000 may be available for X-43C
development.

Mr. STEVENS. This earmarks up to
$56 million for research and develop-
ment. We believe it is a proper amend-
ment, and I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3536) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3537

Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator PRYOR
and ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. PRYOR, for himself, Mrs. DOLE, and
Mrs. LINCOLN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3537.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Defense-Wide,

$5,000,000 for medical equipment and com-

bat casualty care technologies)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘“‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-
WIDE”, up to $5,000,000 may be available for
medical equipment and combat casualty care
technologies.

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment ear-
marks up to $6 million in the bill. It is
acceptable to the managers of the bill.
I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3537) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3538

Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator
SUNUNU and ask that it be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. SUNUNU, proposes an amendment
numbered 3538.
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The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

Of the funds appropriated, up to $2,000,000
may be available for the Advanced Com-
posite Radome Project.

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment ear-
marks up to $2 million for a Radome
project, and we are prepared to accept
the amendment. I ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3538) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3539

Mr. STEVENS. I send to the desk an
amendment on behalf of Senator LEVIN
pertaining to Wurtsmith Air Force
Base.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment No.
3539.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To authorize the demolition of fa-

cilities and improvements on certain mili-

tary installations approved for closure

under the defense base closure and realign-
ment process)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of the Air Force
may, using funds available to the Air Force,
demolish or provide for the demolition of
any facilities or other improvements on real
property at the former Wurtsmith Air Force
Base.

Mr. STEVENS. This directs that
funds available to the Department be
used for certain proposals on that Air
Force base. We have examined it, and
we are prepared to recommend the
adoption of that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3539) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3540

Mr. STEVENS. I send to the desk an
amendment on behalf of Senator CON-
RAD and ask that it be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. CONRAD, proposes an amendment
numbered 3540.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To set aside an amount for F-16

Theater Airborne Reconnaissance System

upgrades)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:
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SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title IIT under the heading ‘‘AIRCRAFT PRO-
CUREMENT, AIR FORCE”, up to $7,000,000 may
be available for F-16 Theater Airborne Re-
connaissance System upgrades.

Mr. STEVENS. This earmarks up to
$7 million for a project the Senator
supports from funds available within
the bill. It does not increase funds. I
ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3540) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
BURNS be added as an original cospon-
sor of amendment 3490.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3541

Mr. STEVENS. I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator KOHL,
which relates to authorizing the re-
programming of funds available to the
Secretary for industrial technical serv-
ices and ask that it be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KOoHL, for himself, and Mr. REED, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3541.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure the availability of suffi-

cient fiscal year 2004 funding for the Manu-

facturing Extension Partnership program
of the National Institute of Standards and

Technology)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. For the purposes of applying sec-
tions 204 and 605 of the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2004
(division B of Public Law 108-199) to matters
in title IT of such Act under the heading
“NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY”’ (118 Stat. 69), in the account
under the heading ‘‘INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY
SERVICES’’, the Secretary of Commerce shall
make all determinations based on the Indus-
trial Technology Services funding level of
$218,782,000 for reprogramming and transfer-
ring of funds for the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership program and may submit
such a reprogramming or transfer, as the
case may be, to the appropriate committees
within 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3541) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3520, AS MODIFIED

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, with

the exception of two items we may re-
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ceive, that is the last of the amend-
ments that have been called to our at-
tention. I would inquire whether it
would be in order for the managers of
the respective sides of the aisle to re-
turn to the Biden amendment now and
ask for a vote on the Biden amend-
ment.

Is there any impediment to having a
vote now, may I inquire of staff?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment is now pending.

Mr. STEVENS. Is the amendment
now pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Today, the Senate ap-
proved $70 million for disaster assist-
ance and $25 million for refugee assist-
ance, a total of $95 million to Sudan.
This is an amount the House approved
and the level the State Department in-
formed our staff was necessary to carry
the much needed food and other sup-
port for Darfur through spring of next
year. This is the amount they effi-
ciently execute and use in this year. In
the spring, the State Department, with
USAID and the U.N., will reassess the
situation and determine if additional
emergency funds are requested.

We have already declared an emer-
gency for Sudan for $95 million. If we
approved Senator BIDEN’s amendment,
this will be above the $188 million that
State and USAID have already pledged
for the 2005 funds. These funds will be
allocated in the 2005 Foreign Oper-
ations bill, not this bill. In other
words, we have added $95 million for
disaster assistance from this Defense
appropriations bill on an emergency
basis to the Sudan. There already are
requests before our Appropriations
Committee under the Foreign Oper-
ations bill, a request for $188 million,
which will come before the Senate in
due course.

It is my request to our colleagues to
stand by the $95 million we have added
to the disaster assistance and refugee
assistance provisions of our basic fund-
ing for the State Department. We have
added to it already in the Defense bill.
We approved that today. That is the
amount that is in the House bill, and I
do not believe we should go beyond the
emergency level we have already
agreed to, which was supported by both
of our leaders.

I point out further that the U.N. ap-
peal for Darfur for 2004 has led to $307
million as of June 3 of this year. That
is now being revised upward to an esti-
mated $349 million available. Excluding
the U.S. Government, other donors
pledged $134 million in Geneva. The
U.S. Government pledge was for the re-
mainder of fiscal year 2004 and 2005,
and we have already exceeded that
pledge. There is $245 million pledged
from all the above donors, in addition
to the contribution of the United
States.

We have an enormous program going
on on behalf of our Government. We
have added $95 million to the $188 mil-
lion. We are already ahead of the rest
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of the world, and we think we should
not go further on this bill. If there are
further emergency funds that are nec-
essary, they should be added to the for-
eign assistance bill or the State De-
partment bill when those bills come be-
fore the Senate but not to the Defense
bill. This Defense bill is already
amended at the request of both the ma-
jority leader and minority leader, the
Senator from Ohio, and many others,
to add $95 million. It is my position
that we should not go further at this
time. We should wait for the consider-
ation of the other bills as far as addi-
tional emergency funds, if they are
needed.

These funds cannot be needed before
we will consider the supplemental after
the first of 2005. Besides that, we still
have to consider the 2005 regular bill
for both State-Justice-Commerce and
the foreign assistance bill. This is no
place for this item. It is not an emer-
gency to go beyond $95 million.

Does the Senator from Hawaii wish
to make any statement?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. I wish to associate my-
self with the statement of the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to table the Biden amendment, and I
ask that we have a time for other Sen-
ators to become aware of the fact that
we will have a vote. I ask unanimous
consent that the vote commence at
5:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order at this time for
me to have the yeas and nays on my
motion to table this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3542

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
been informed there is another amend-
ment that has been cleared. This is an
amendment on behalf of Senator
DEWINE, pertaining to a report on men-
tal health services available to the
armed services. I ask this amendment
be considered at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. DEWINE, proposes an amendment
numbered 3542.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require reports on mental

health services available to members of

the Armed Forces of the United States and
their dependents)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. (a)(1) Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress a report on mental health services
available to members of the Armed Forces
and their dependents.

(2) The report required under paragraph (1)
shall include the following:

(A) A comprehensive review of mental
health services that are available—

(i) to members of the Armed Forces who
are deployed in combat theaters;

(ii) to members of the Armed Forces at any
facilities in the United States; and

(iii) to dependents of members of the
Armed Forces during and after deployment
of members overseas.

(B) Data on the average number of service
days since September 11, 2001, on which
members of the Armed Forces were absent or
excused from duty for mental health reasons.

(C) A description of the current procedures
for reducing the negative perceptions among
members of the Armed Services that are
often associated with mental health coun-
seling.

(D) A description of—

(i) the mental health services available to
members of the Armed Forces, including
members of the reserve components, and
their dependents; and

(ii) the barriers to access to such services.

(E) An analysis of the extent to which the
Secretary of the Army has implemented the
recommendations on mental health services
that were made by the Mental Health Advi-
sory Team of the Army on March 25, 2004.

(F) A plan for actions that the Secretary
determines appropriate for improving the de-
livery of appropriate mental health services
to members of the Armed Forces and their
dependents.

(b) Not later than 360 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress a report
that describes—

(1) the actions taken to implement the
plan submitted under subsection (a)(2)(F);
and

(2) the reasons why actions in the plan
have not been completed, if any.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3542) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
no second-degree amendments be in
order to the Biden amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3543

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
another amendment. It is on behalf of
Senator FEINSTEIN. I ask unanimous
consent that the pending amendment
be set aside temporarily so we might
consider Senator FEINSTEIN’S amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mrs. FEINSTEIN, proposes an amendment
numbered 3543.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make available, from amounts

appropriated for Research, Development,

Test, and Evaluation, Navy, $5,000,000 for

support of the TIGER pathogen detection

system)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by title IV of this
Act under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY”, up to
$5,000,000 may be available for support of the
TIGER pathogen detection system.

Mr. STEVENS. This pertains to the
earmarking of funds for pathogen re-
search. We support that amendment
and ask that it be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3543) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3544

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a technical amendment on be-
half of Senator BYRON DORGAN and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for
Mr. DORGAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3544.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide funds for the North Da-
kota State School of Science, Bismarck
State College, and Minot State University)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . FUNDING FOR NORTH DAKOTA STATE

SCHOOL OF SCIENCE, BISMARCK
STATE COLLEGE, AND MINOT STATE
UNIVERSITY.

(a) RESCISSION.—There is rescinded an
amount equal to $795,280 from the amount
appropriated to carry out part B of title VII
of the Higher Education Act of 1965, in title
III of division E of the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act, 2004 (Public Law 108-199; 118
Stat. 3). This amount shall reduce the funds
available for the projects specified in the
statement of the managers on the Con-
ference Report 108-401 accompanying the
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2004 (Pub-
lic Law 108-199; 118 Stat. 3).

(b) DISREGARD AMOUNT.—In the statement
of the managers on the Conference Report
108-401 accompanying the Consolidated Ap-
propriations Act, 2004 (Public Law 108-199;
118 Stat. 3), in the matter in title III of divi-
sion E, relating to the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Postsecondary Education under the
heading ‘‘Higher Education’, the provision
specifying $800,000 for Wahpeton State
School of Science and North Dakota State
University to recruit, retain and train phar-
macy technicians shall be disregarded.

The
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(c) APPROPRIATION.—There is appropriated
an amount equal to $795,280 to the Depart-
ment of Labor, Employment and Training
Administration for ‘‘Training and Employ-
ment Services,” available for obligation for
the period from July 1, 2004, through June 30,
2005, of which—

(1) $200,000 shall be made available to the
North Dakota State School of Science to re-
cruit, retain, and train pharmacy techni-
cians;

(2) $297,640 shall be made available to Bis-
marck State College for training and edu-
cation related to its electric power plant
technologies curriculum; and

(3) $297,640 shall be made available for
Minot State University for the Job Corps
Fellowship Training Program.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this is to
correct certain errors that were in the
original bill.

Mr. STEVENS. I am familiar with
this amendment. We are prepared to
accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3544) was agreed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3545

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3545.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To set aside an amount for small
business development and transition)

On page 112, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 8121. Of the amount appropriated by
title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY"’,
up to $2,500,000 may be used for small busi-
ness development and transition.

Mr. INOUYE. This amendment is to
earmark some of the $2.5 million for re-
search and development for the Depart-
ment of Defense. It has been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3545) was agreed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
vote on the Biden amendment, no fur-
ther business other than a colloquy or
colloquies that I have to offer for the
RECORD be in order, and that the Sen-
ate immediately go to third reading
and final passage of this bill.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the
chairman’s request be modified: Or
whatever the two managers agree on?
Because there may be something.

Mr. STEVENS. Very well, I will
amend that request: Unless there are
other matters offered based on unani-
mous consent approved by both man-
agers, that we immediately go to third
reading and final passage of the bill
following the Biden amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask it be in order to
get the yeas and nays on passage of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum for 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. It has been requested
I ask this vote commence immediately.
I ask unanimous consent that we start
the vote on the Biden amendment. This
is a motion to table the Biden amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 148 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Alexander Cornyn Inhofe
Allard Craig Inouye
Allen Crapo Kyl
Baucus Dole Lott
Bennett Domenici McCain
Bond Ensign McConnell
Brownback Enzi Miller
Bunning Fitzgerald Murkowski
Burns Frist Nickles
Byrd Graham (SC) Roberts
Campbell Grassley )
Chafee Gregg Santl01 um
Chambliss Hagel Sessions
Cochran Hatch Shelby
Coleman Hollings Smith
Collins Hutchison Snowe
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Stevens Talent Voinovich
Sununu Thomas Warner
NAYS—45
Akaka Dorgan Lieberman
Bayh Durbin Lincoln
Biden Edwards Mikulski
Bingaman Feingold Murray
Boxer Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Breaux Graham (FL) Nelson (NE)
Cantwell Harkin Pryor
Carper Jeffords Reed
Clinton Johnson Reid
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller
Corzine Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Landrieu Schumer
Dayton Lautenberg Specter
DeWine Leahy Stabenow
Dodd Levin Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Kerry Lugar

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

————
CHANGE OF VOTE

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
beg the indulgence of the Chair. If I
may, on rollcall No. 148, I voted ‘‘aye’.
It was my intention to vote ‘‘nay’.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that I be permitted to change my vote
since it will not affect the outcome.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
BURNS be removed as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3490.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
a list of the members of the sub-
committee staff for the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee who have
worked so hard on this bill. So often,
Senator INOUYE and I as the cochair-
men of the committee get credit for
what is done, but I think we have the
hardest working staff in the Congress.
They have done an admirable job, and
we have a fair and balanced bipartisan
bill. T ask unanimous consent that the
list of their names be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF

Charlie Houy, Betsy Schmid, Nicole
Diresta, Kraig Siracuse, Tom Hawkins,
Alycia Farrell, Lesley Xalan, Jennifer
Chartrand, Brian Wilson, Brian Potts, Kate
Kaufer, Mazie Mattson, Janelle Treon, Steve
Wacakaski, Bob Henke, and Sid Ashworth.

FUNDING EMBASSY-BAGHDAD OPERATIONS

Mr. HAGEL. I understand the State
Department expects to fund the Em-
bassy-Baghdad operations using emer-
gency spending in Fiscal Year 2005. It
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is also my understanding that Senate
Appropriations Committee agrees with
the State Department on this issue.

The House version of the Fiscal Year
2005 Defense Appropriations bill in-
cludes $665 million in emergency spend-
ing for the Department of State to fund
Embassy-Baghdad operations, IT costs,
logistical support, and security re-
quirements. Chairman STEVENS and
Senator GREGG, and I understand that
the Senate Defense Appropriations
Committee will accept the House posi-
tion on funding Embassy-Baghdad op-
erations, IT costs, logistical support,
and security requirements during the
upcoming conference. I appreciate the
support from Chairman STEVENS and
Senator GREGG on this matter.

Mr. STEVENS. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. The State Depart-
ment has traditionally administered
the funds necessary for embassy oper-
ations. Although the Senate bill does
not allocate the funds to the State De-
partment, we will do our most to sup-
port the House language in conference
on this matter to ensure the State De-
partment retains the authority to obli-
gate the subject funds.

Mr. GREGG. I agree with Chairman
STEVENS. We will do our most to sup-
port the House language. We are both
aware of the significant funding needs
the State Department is facing in the
construction of a U.S. Embassy in
Baghdad. I hope the Secretary of State
will act expeditiously to address this
funding need.

RAPID EQUIPPING FORCE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the chairman and the committee
staff for their outstanding work in
bringing this legislation to the Senate
for consideration.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
for his kind comments.

Mr. COCHRAN. I note that the com-
mittee included funding in the Defense
Appropriations bill to address the
threat of Improvised Explosive De-
vices, IEDs, in the Iraq theater. Spe-
cifically, I am referring to the inclu-
sion in Title IX of the bill which appro-
priates $25,000,000 for a force protection
initiative using the Rapid Equipping
Force concept.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. COCHRAN. It is my under-
standing that the money is to be used
to help our deployed soldiers fight the
current IED threat that we hear so
much about in the war in Iraq.

Mr. STEVENS. That is the purpose of
the appropriation.

Mr. COCHRAN. Would this money
also be used to address the force pro-
tection issues of counter-fire and de-
tection techniques that exist in the
technology base, such as sensor tech-
nologies that have demonstrated real-
time detection, classification and loca-
tion of enemy fire?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator’s under-
standing is correct. These funds are
also envisioned to be used for these
types of force protection initiatives.
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Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator

for his clarification of this issue.
M1A2 SEP TANK MODERNIZATION

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
thank Chairman STEVENS for his lead-
ership in ensuring the rapid moderniza-
tion of our land combat forces both in
the FY 2005 Defense Appropriations bill
as well as the Contingent Emergency
Reserve Fund. I would also like to take
a moment to address the urgent need
to fund continued modernization of the
M1 Abrams main battle tank fleet.

It is encouraging that this Com-
mittee has taken a leadership role in
resourcing the modernization of the
Army’s armored forces with the M1A2
SEP tank, the most modern battle
tank in the world. As proven in its de-
ployment to Iraq, the M1A2 SEP is de-
signed for decisive combat and net-cen-
tric warfare; indeed, it represents a
revolution in armored warfare. Is the
Chairman aware of the capabilities af-
forded by the M1A2 SEP tank?

Mr. STEVENS. I am aware of the
M1A2 SEP and its capabilities.

Mr. SPECTER. We have encouraged
the Army to pure fleet its first-to-fight
armored units with M1A2 SEP tanks
primarily to ensure overwhelming
lethality and survivability but also to
reduce the logistics burden on our sol-
diers. However, it has come to my at-
tention that the Army does not intend
to pure fleet its armored forces with
M1A2 SEP tanks. In fact, under the
Army’s current plan, the 3rd Infantry
Division—which spearheaded Operation
Iraqi Freedom—will continue to cope
with M1A1 tanks that were produced 20
years ago. Is the Chairman aware of
this fact?

Mr. STEVENS. I am.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator. I
would also point out that 3rd Infantry
Division is the first division to trans-
form to a new force structure the Army
calls modularity and also is likely to
be called upon to return to Iraq within
the next year. It strikes me as ironic
that the Army’s premier armored unit
lacks the combat punch and network
capability of the rest of the Army’s
major armored forces. Finally, there is
the issue of the tank industrial base. In
the next few months, the last Abrams
Upgrade tank will roll off the produc-
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tion line, representing the end of sig-
nificant tank work in this country. In
late 2006, the last M1A2 SEP Retrofit
tank—a less complex upgrade—will be
produced for the 3rd Armored Cavalry
Regiment. Absent funding in FY 2005
for continued tank production, the U.S.
tank industrial base will cease to exist.
We ignore the implications of this ac-
tion at our own peril.

Mr. President, I urge the Chairman
to consider the modernization of the
3rd Infantry Division with M1A2 SEP
tanks.

FUTURE TACTICAL TRUCK SYSTEM

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today we
have before us S. 2559, the Fiscal Year
2005 Defense Appropriation bill. In-
cluded in this bill is important funding
for a variety of tactical wheeled vehi-
cle programs including the Future Tac-
tical Truck System, FTTS. FTTS is an
important program supported by the
Army’s National Automotive Center
that will develop technologies that can
increase the range, durability and sur-
vivability of our military tactical
wheeled vehicle fleet. These advances
will ensure that as the Army trans-
forms itself it will have a techno-
logically advanced tactical wheeled ve-
hicle fleet that can best meet our Na-
tion’s security needs. I would ask my
good friend, the Chairman of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, if he is
aware of this important program?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I join
my good friend from Michigan in his
support for this program and the Na-
tional Automotive Center. I under-
stand the Army and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense have confirmed
that the FTTS program is on track and
possesses a transition pathway that
will enable the insertion of new tech-
nologies into the Army’s tactical
wheeled vehicle fleet. These tech-
nologies will enable the Army to field a
lighter, more mobile and more effec-
tive fighting force.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from
Alaska, and agree with his character-
ization. I believe that this program is
making important technical advances
that will greatly benefit the Army. I
am particularly appreciative of the
committee’s recommendation to in-
crease the investment in the Army’s
Heavy Tactical Vehicles program, in
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order to support the transition of these
types of technologies into Army sys-
tems, consistent with the Army’s Tac-
tical Wheeled Vehicle Strategy. How-
ever, I am concerned that the bill we
are considering this program by $5 mil-
lion. Such a cut would undermine this
program and hinder efforts to further
develop revoluntary technologies while
defining the future scope of this pro-
gram.

Mr. STEVENS. I concur with the
Senator from Michigan. This is an im-
portant program, and I support invest-
ing in the FTTS science and tech-
nology efforts at the National Auto-
motive Center at the level requested by
the President. I assure him that I will
work in conference to fund this pro-
gram at the President’s Budget re-
quest.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the distinguished
Chairman for this support.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Defense appropriations bill
for FY 2005, S. 2259, as reported by the
Senate Committee on Appropriations,
provides $384.012 billion in budget au-
thority and $401.785 billion in outlays
in FY 2005 for the Department of De-
fense. Of these totals, $239 million is
for mandatory programs in FY 2005.

Additionally, the bill provides $7.158
billion in budget authority and $7.054
billion in outlays in FY 2005, which are
designated as emergency requirements.

The bill further provides $25 billion
in budget authority in FY 2004, which
is also designated as an emergency re-
quirement. This budget authority gen-
erated $18.798 billion in outlays in FY
2005.

The bill provides total discretionary
budget authority in FY 2005, including
emergencies, of $390.931 billion. This
amount is $1.684 billion less than the
President’s request and equal to the
302(b) allocation adopted by the House
of Representatives.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
for bringing this legislation before the
Senate, and I ask unanimous consent
that a table displaying the Budget
committee scoring of the bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2559, 2005 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS—SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL

[Fiscal year 2005, $ millions]

General pur-

pose Total

Mandatory

Senate-reported bill: 1
Budget authority

383,773 239 384,012

Outlays

401,546 239 401,785

House 302(b) allocation: 2
Budget authority

390,931 239 391,170

Outlays

415,987 239 416,226

2004 enacted:
Budget authority

431,218 226 431,444

Outlays
President’s request:
Budget authority

423,935 226
392,615 239

424,161
392,854

Outlays

418,639 239 418,878

House 302(b) allocation:

Senate-Reported bill compared to:

Budget authority

—7,158 0
—14,441 0

—17,158

Outlays
2004 enacted:
Budget authority

—14,441

— 47,445 13 — 47,432
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S. 2559, 2005 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS—SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL—Continued

[Fiscal year 2005, $ millions]

General pur-

pose Total

Mandatory

Outlays

—22,389 13 —22,376

President’s request:
Budget authority

—8,842 0 —8,842

Outlays

—17,093 0 —17,093

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for consistency with scorekeeping conventions.

Ln addition to the amounts shown above, the bill includes $18.798 billion in emergency outlays in 2005 flowing from the $25 billion supplemental for 2004 (Title IX). The bill contains other emergencies for 2005 totaling $7.158 billion
in budget authority and $7.054 billion in outlays Including all emergencies, the bill totals $416.170 billion in budget authority and $427.657 billion in outlays in 2004 and 2005.

2This table compares Senate action to the House 302(b) allocation for information purposes only, not for budget enforcement purposes. The House has deemed 302(b) allocations for 2005 based on the 302(a) appropriations allocation
set out in the conference agreement on S. Con. Res. 95, the 2005 budget resolution, which the House has passed.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, breast
cancer is the second leading cause of
cancer death in the TUnited States
today, and about 40,000 women will die
from the disease this year. It is impor-
tant that we maintain funding in 2005
for the Department of Defense’s Breast
Cancer Peer Reviewed Research Pro-
gram.

The program has funded ground-
breaking research, including the dis-
covery of the drug Herceptin, which
prolongs the lives of women with a par-
ticularly aggressive type of advanced
breast cancer. This drug could not have
been developed without research that
was funded in part by the DOD Breast
Cancer Research Program. This is a
program, I should add, in which 90 per-
cent of the funds go directly to re-
search.

An overwhelming, bipartisan major-
ity in the Senate supports this pro-
gram every year. This year 66 Senators
signed a letter to appropriators urging
the continuation of the DOD Breast
Cancer Peer Reviewed Research Pro-
gram earmark at a funding level of $150
million for FY ’05.

Mr. President, as we proceed to con-
ference on the Department of Defense
Appropriations bill, I urge my col-
leagues to maintain this level of fund-
ing for breast cancer research.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to bring attention to an impor-
tant program that could be facing fis-
cal shortfalls if we do not make nec-
essary corrections. I am referring to
my support for the Department of De-
fense Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Re-
search Program. This program is a
proven success and I support a $150 mil-
lion earmark for the DOD Peer Re-
viewed Breast Cancer Research Pro-
gram for fiscal year 2005.

The American Cancer Society esti-
mates that in 2004 there will be 668,470
women diagnosed with cancer. Of this
overall estimate of cases, 32 percent
will be breast cancer. The 2004 esti-
mated deaths from breast cancer will
be 15 percent. These statistics only re-
emphasize the importance of cancer re-
search, and our continued need to fund
efforts that will ultimately eliminate
the number of deaths from breast can-
cer.

Department of Defense Peer-Re-
viewed Breast Cancer Research Pro-
gram is a one-of-a-kind research pro-
gram that uses an innovative grants
structure which brings scientists and
consumers together to make key policy
decisions about breast cancer research.

Since its inception 12 years ago, this
far-reaching, influential program has
literally changed the way breast cancer
research is done. The program has
funded groundbreaking research, in-
cluding the discovery of the drug
Herceptin, which prolongs the lives of
women with a particularly aggressive
type of advanced breast cancer. This
drug could not have been developed
without research that was funded in
part by the DOD Peer Reviewed Breast
Cancer Research Program. New ap-
proaches and innovations in research,
such as these, are the keys to finding a
cure.

Not only is this program on the cut-
ting edge of breast cancer research, but
also is extremely streamlined. Every
penny spent by this program and the
researchers who receive funding are ac-
counted for at a public meeting every 2
yvears. Ninety percent of the funds go
directly to research and only 10 percent
are used for administrative costs. I ap-
plaud this type of fiscal efficiency and
hope that more research programs will
be able to learn from the structure of
this program.

An overwhelming, bipartisan major-
ity in the Senate supports this pro-
gram every year. This year, 66 Sen-
ators, including myself, signed a letter
addressed to the Senate Appropriations
Committee urging the continuation of
the DOD Breast Cancer Peer Review
Research Program earmark with level
funding of $150 million for FY ’05.

Unfortunately, the language in the
Senate Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2005
threatens the funding and unique
structure of the Breast Cancer Peer Re-
viewed Research Program. The Senate
bill combines all of the congressionally
directed cancer research programs into
one account and reduces the total fund-
ing available to all.

As written, the Senate bill seriously
threatens the integrity of the DOD
breast cancer research program and
will dismantle its one-of-a-kind peer
review process involving patients and
consumers that makes the program so
successful and unique. The proposal
will force cancer groups to compete
with one another for reduced funding.
And, a particularly dangerous compo-
nent of the proposal is that it transfers
funding to other cancer projects that
are not recommended by a scientific
peer reviewed process.

Mr. President, we cannot afford to
cut any cancer research programs, es-
pecially when the President’s budget is

planning to only increase the National
Institutes of Health by $728 million,
and increase the National Cancer Insti-
tute budget by only $100 million, which
both fall short of previous years’ re-
quests. In addition the President’s
budget cuts funding to the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention by $408
million. This proves troublesome for
CDC programs, such as the National
Breast and Cervical Cancer Early De-
tection Program which assists in fund-
ing State programs that help uninsured
women undergo screenings for breast
and cervical cancer. These inadequate
funding requests fall drastically short
of what the Institutes and CDC need in
order to carry out their cancer re-
search and assistance. This only reiter-
ates why we must preserve critical pro-
grams such as the Department of De-
fense Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Re-
search Program. I therefore call upon
conferees to support the language
passed in the House version of the Fis-
cal Year 2005 Department of Defense
Appropriations Act.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Department of
Defense, DOD, Peer Reviewed Breast
Cancer Research Program. Almost 12
years ago, when I looked into the issue
of breast cancer research, I discovered
that barely $90 million in Federal funds
was spent on breast cancer research. So
I joined with Senator Alfonse D’Amato,
R-NY, on legislation to dedicate spe-
cific money from the DOD budget for
breast cancer research. The legislation
passed and overnight it doubled Fed-
eral funding for breast cancer research.
Since then, funding for breast cancer
research has been included in the De-
fense Department budget every year.

Unfortunately, the language in the
Senate Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2005
threatens both the existing funding
and the current structure of the Breast
Cancer Peer Reviewed Research Pro-
gram. The Senate bill combines all of
the congressionally directed cancer re-
search programs into one account and
then reduces the total funding avail-
able. This will inevitably lead to a
major cut in funding for this important
program.

The DOD Peer Reviewed Breast Can-
cer Research Program has been an un-
qualified success in providing innova-
tive approaches to breast cancer pre-
vention, detection and treatment. Over
the past several years, we have made a
great deal of progress against breast
cancer, but there is still a long way to
g0.
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More than 258,000 women are ex-
pected to be diagnosed with breast can-
cer and another 40,000 deaths are likely
to result from this deadly cancer. Now
is not the time to jeopardize a success-
ful program that is critical to winning
the battle against breast cancer.

As the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2005 goes
to conference, I plan to work to pre-
serve the current structure and funding
for this critical breast cancer research
program. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the language passed in the House
and support a $150 million earmark for
the DOD Peer Reviewed Breast Cancer
Research Program for fiscal year 2005.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I sup-
port the Department of Defense, DoD,
Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Research
Program. This program is a proven suc-
cess and I support a $150 million ear-
mark for the DoD Peer Reviewed
Breast Cancer Research Program for
fiscal year 2005.

This one-of-a-kind research program
uses an innovative grants structure
that brings scientists and consumers
together to make key policy decisions
about breast cancer research. Since its
inception 12 years ago, this far-reach-
ing, influential program has literally
changed the way breast cancer re-
search is done. It has become a model
that other research programs have
sought to replicate.

The program has funded
groundbreaking research, including the
discovery of the drug Herceptin, which
prolongs the lives of women with a par-
ticularly aggressive type of advanced
breast cancer. This drug could not have
been developed without research that
was funded in part by the DoD Breast
Cancer Research Program.

Not only is this program on the cut-
ting edge of breast cancer research, but
also is extremely streamlined. Every
penny spent by this program and the
researchers who receive funding are ac-
counted for at a public meeting every 2
years. Ninety percent of the funds go
directly to research and only 10 percent
are used for administrative costs. This
kind of efficiency and prudence in
spending is unheard of in other feder-
ally funding research programs.

An overwhelming, bipartisan major-
ity in the Senate supports this pro-
gram every year. This year, 66 Sen-
ators signed the letter addressed to ap-
propriators urging the continuation of
the DoD Breast Cancer Peer Review
Research Program earmark with level
funding of $150 million for fiscal year
2005.

Unfortunately, the language in the
Senate Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2005
threatens the funding and unique
structure of the Breast Cancer Peer Re-
viewed Research Program. The Senate
bill combines all of the congressionally
Directed Cancer Research Programs
into one account and reduces the total
funding available to all.

Because the Senate version lumps all
the cancer programs into one pot, rath-
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er than maintaining separate ear-
marks, the proposal will have multiple,
negative outcomes. As written, the
Senate bill seriously threatens the in-
tegrity of the DoD breast cancer re-
search program and will dismantle its
one-of-a-kind peer review process in-
volving patients and consumers that
makes the program so successful and
unique. The proposal will force cancer
groups to compete with one another for
reduced funding. And, a particularly
dangerous component of the proposal is
that it transfers funding to other can-
cer projects that are not recommended
by a scientific peer reviewed process.

We should ensure that all of the
DoD’s cancer research programs are
fully funded. These programs play a
critical role in the development of
treatments and potential cures for can-
cer.

As the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2005 goes
to conference, I urge my colleagues to
support the language passed in the
House and preserve this critical pro-
gram for breast cancer research.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the tradition of
line-item funding for cancer research
programs in the Department of De-
fense, DOD, appropriations bill. This
practice has been abandoned in the fis-
cal year 2005 legislation before us now,
and I fear that this could do great dam-
age to the advances in cancer treat-
ment that our scientists are working
so hard to achieve every day.

The DOD Peer-Reviewed Research
Programs provide funding for critical,
life-saving research on breast cancer,
prostate cancer, and ovarian cancer.
Each of these is a devastating illness
that challenges hundreds of thousands
of new patients and their families
every year. The Peer-Reviewed Re-
search Programs are essential to bring-
ing these families hope and new oppor-
tunities in cancer treatments.

The prostate cancer research pro-
gram uses an innovative grants struc-
ture that brings scientists and con-
sumers together to make Kkey policy
decisions about prostate cancer re-
search. Since its inception 8 years ago,
this far-reaching, influential program
has literally changed the way prostate
cancer research is done. It has become
a model that other research programs
have sought to replicate.

In recent years, the DOD breast can-
cer program funded groundbreaking re-
search, such as the discovery of the
drug Herceptin, which prolongs the
lives of women with a particularly ag-
gressive type of advanced breast can-
cer. This drug could not have been de-
veloped without research that was
funded in part by the DOD breast can-
cer research program.

Like its counterparts for prostate
cancer and breast cancer, the Ovarian
Cancer Research Project fosters col-
laborative efforts and long-term insti-
tutional commitments to ovarian can-
cer research focusing on prevention
and early detection, which are key to
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the development of a sustained com-
mitment to ovarian cancer research.

Not only am I deeply disturbed by
the cuts to these programs in the Sen-
ate bill, but it is my belief that given
the Department of Defense’s proven
track record in conducting effective,
efficient research to combat cancers
and find new cures, the Department’s
efforts should instead be expanded to
include desperately-needed research on
other forms of the disease, including
kidney cancer.

For a disease that has received very
little research funding to date, kidney
cancer affects a surprisingly large
number of people. In 2003, 36,000 new
cases were diagnosed, an increase of 12
percent over the previous year, while
more than 12,000 individuals died of the
disease. Supplementing current kidney
cancer research funding with addi-
tional money from the Department of
Defense would be a significant step to-
ward providing meaningful treatments
for kidney cancer patients.

My colleagues on both sides of the
aisle have shown broad support for
these programs in the past, urging the
Senate to continue its support of each
individual program. Many of us signed
letters requesting that each program
continue to receive at least the same
amount of funding it received last
year, which would have been consistent
with the bill passed earlier this week
by the House of Representatives.

The House language is not ideal. It
funds each of the three Peer-Reviewed
Research Programs at last year’s lev-
els, ignoring inflation and the in-
creased cost of research. However, the
House provision is far superior to a
Senate version that forces cancer re-
search programs to compete for a de-
creased amount of funding.

As the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Fiscal Year 2005 goes
to conference, I urge my colleagues to
support the language passed in the
House and preserve the integrity of
each of these critical Peer-Reviewed
Research Programs.

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the

following statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as rank-
ing democrat on the Committee on
Small Business and Entrepreneurship, 1
want to discuss two amendments that
were included in the Defense Depart-
ment Fiscal Year 2005 authorization
bill, which passed yesterday. These
amendments will ensure that small
businesses are included in the analysis
of policies that affect the procurement
strategies or affect the technology and
industrial base of this Nation. Before I
discuss these amendments, however, 1
would like to thank the committee’s
chair, Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE, for her
leadership, and for working hand-in-
hand with me on these amendments
that are vital to ensuring that small
businesses continue to have a voice in
the Federal procurement arena.

The Department of Defense is the
largest purchaser of goods and services
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in the Federal Government. As a re-
sult, they are the driving force behind
Federal agencies’ ability to meet the
Government-wide small business con-
tracting goal of 23 percent. The Defense
Authorization Act of 2004 included a
provision requiring the administrator
of the Office of Federal Procurement
Policy, OFPP, to establish an advisory
panel to review the laws and regula-
tions regarding the use of commercial
practices, performance-based con-
tracting, the performance of acquisi-
tion functions across agency lines, and
the use of Government-wide acquisi-
tion contracts, also known as GWACS.

Many small businesses have con-
tacted my office regarding the negative
impact these GWACS have been having
on their ability to compete for Federal
contracts. They are concerned that
GWACS are being disproportionately
awarded to larger firms, denying small
business their fair share of contracts.
The amendment, offered by Senators
SNOWE, COLEMAN and myself, expands
the authority of the advisory panel to
include a report on the impact these
tools have on small business concerns.
It also allows the panel to offer rec-
ommendations regarding laws, regula-
tions and policies they believe would
afford small businesses increased op-
portunities to participate in the Fed-
eral procurement arena.

With respect to the second amend-
ment, I want to commend Senator
BYRD for taking the initiative to de-
velop an amendment to ensure that
small businesses have a voice with re-
spect to Federal Government work on
the future of the national technology
and industrial base.

The DoD Authorization bill includes
a provision establishing a Commission
on the Future of the National Tech-
nology and Industrial Base. The duties
of this 12-member, Presidentially-ap-
pointed commission include studying
the issues associated with the future of
the national technology and industrial
base in the global economy. This study
is particularly important with respect
to the effect of our national technology
and industrial base on United States
national security and for assessing the
future ability of meeting the objectives
outlined in the bill. This amendment
adds a provision to the study that will
require that the role of small business
concerns in strengthening the national
technology and industrial base is incor-
porated in the report, due no later than
March 1, 2007.

Small businesses have proved time
and time again that they can provide
the goods and services needed by the
Federal Government, often more effi-
ciently and more cost effectively than
their large competitors. Unfortunately,
they are consistently treated as an
afterthought or completely ignored
when the Federal Government con-
siders procurement policies outside of
the Small Business Administration.
While the SBA is essential for pro-
viding access to capital, training and
counseling, and for assistance in gain-
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ing access to the Federal marketplace,
the vast majority of contracts for
goods and services come from other
agencies, such as the Department of
Defense.

Small businesses should be provided
the greatest opportunity to compete.
When our national defense is in the
process of regeneration and
transitioning into a military of the fu-
ture, as it is now, small businesses
should be tapped to maximize the inno-
vation, cost savings and efficiency they
can contribute to the effort. Small
businesses are critical to maintaining
and strengthening the overall economy
of the Nation and are the cornerstone
of the Government’s policy of ensuring
a diverse supplier base. They should be
included when the Government is de-
veloping industrial policy and consid-
ered in the analysis of policies that af-
fect the procurement strategies or af-
fect the technology and industrial base
of this Nation. These amendments do
just that. Again, I thank Senators
SNOWE and BYRD for their leadership
and my colleagues for their support for
this Nation’s small businesses. I would
also like to thank Chairman WARNER
and my colleague on the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, Senator LEVIN, the Rank-
ing Member of the Senate Committee
on Armed Services for working closely
with us and for making these amend-
ments a part of this legislation.e

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is well
recognized that mail sent from families
and loved ones to U.S. forces based
overseas has a tangible effect on troop
morale. Concomitantly, mail that is
delayed unnecessarily undermines mo-
rale and furthermore endangers the
ability of absentee military voters to
have their votes counted. Additionally,
voting assistance programs that are in-
effective undermine the ability of the
absentee military voter to cast a vote.
In an effort to improve these respective
programs I have encouraged the De-
partment of Defense to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of the Military Postal Serv-
ice Agency and the Voting Assistance
Program to determine if these pro-
grams are sufficient in scope to resolve
the problems that have been identified
repeatedly in past reports and audits.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, late last
night, after several weeks of floor de-
bate, the Senate completed action on
the Defense Authorization Act. Both
that legislation and the pending meas-
ure, S. 25659, the Defense Appropriations
Act for Fiscal Year 2005, will enable us
to make great strides towards pro-
viding our men and women in uniform
with the equipment, benefits, and pro-
grams they need to carry out their
critical missions. I would like to ap-
plaud the efforts of both committees to
ensure that these brave men and
women are provided for.

Even though it passed just last night,
the Appropriations Committee worked
to provide funding levels that are gen-
erally commensurate with the author-
ization bill. This is very important,
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and it will enable us to continue to
meet our obligations to support service
members in the fight against terror.
The bill includes many critical funding
provisions to which I lend strong sup-
port, such as the funding to increase
Army end strength by 20,000 soldiers.

Unfortunately, and not surprisingly,
the bill also includes a large number of
unauthorized and unrequested provi-
sions. I hope that the sponsors will
carefully reconsider these damaging
provisions as the bill works its way
through the legislative process. While I
appreciate the hard work and the laud-
able intentions of the members of the
Committee, we must all be alarmed at
these appropriations earmarks. They
limit the ability of our Defense Depart-
ment to expend needed resources ac-
cording to its funding priorities.

With Americans deployed across the
globe fighting terror, and with looming
budget deficits at home, the Senate
faces some tough choices. We must find
a way to maintain our fiscal responsi-
bility while fully providing for our
military needs. The costs that go along
with the conflicts in Afghanistan and
Iraq demand now, more than ever, a
new fiscal sanity in approaching our
appropriations bills. A half-a-trillion
dollar budget deficit means we simply
cannot afford business as usual. We
simply cannot continue the binge of
pork barrel spending that consumes an
ever growing proportion of our Federal
budget. While the cost of an individual
project may get lost in the fine print of
lengthy bills, together, they all do real
damage. Collectively, these earmarks
significantly burden American tax-
payers.

Not surprisingly, along with the
growth in deficit spending over the
past few years, there also has been a
significant growth in earmarks and
pork barrel spending. In fact, according
to information compiled by the Con-
gressional Research Service, the total
number of earmarks has grown from
4,126 in Fiscal Year 1994 to 14,040 in FY
2004. That’s an increase of 240 percent
in 10 years. In dollar terms, the ear-
marking has risen from $26.6 billion to
$47.9 billion over the same period.

Mr. President, based on the calcula-
tions of my office, the Fiscal Year 2002
Defense Appropriations Act contained
$3.7 billion in pork. The conference re-
port to the Fiscal Year 2003 Defense
Appropriations Act contained $8.1 bil-
lion in pork, while the Senate version
included $5.2 billion. The Fiscal Year
2004 Senate-passed Defense Appropria-
tions Act contained well over $4 billion
of pork. This year $6.9 billion was
added in the bill and the report, a num-
ber which is much greater than last
year’s Senate version of the legisla-
tion. This is real money. Every year,
countless important military and do-
mestic programs go unfunded or under-
funded. I find it hard to understand
why we find the money to pay for
member add ons, but then have to bat-
tle to fund important programs such as
AmeriCorps.
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Projects that appear on the Defense
Appropriations Member Add-ons List
are items that are requested by Sen-
ators but were not included in the
President’s budget request. They did
not appear on the Joint Chiefs’ Un-
funded Priority List, and they were not
authorized in the Defense Authoriza-
tion bill. These criteria have been use-
ful in ferreting out programs of ques-
tionable merit, and in determining the
relative priority of projects requested
by members for strictly parochial rea-
sons, often at the expense of the readi-
ness of our armed forces. But, the fact
remains that throughout the years in
which I have been identifying these
add-ons, no offsets have been provided
for any project. In a time when some of
our soldiers and sailors still receive
food stamps, or live in inadequate
housing, we somehow found a way to
provide over $4 billion in unnecessary
spending to the Defense Appropriations
bill. For example, the Joint Chiefs pro-
vided a list of critical requirements
above what was provided for in the
President’s Budget Request. That list
totaled nearly $18 billion for fiscal year
2005. We should provide additional
funding for defense for items and pro-
grams which the Joint Chiefs need, not
for programs that are important be-
cause of the state that they come from
or because of the seniority of the Mem-
ber of Congress.

Mr. President, this is an election
year and, once again, the members of
the Appropriations Committee are
touting their earmarks on their
websites and in their press releases.
One committee member listed $102.6
million in earmarks spread over 16 dif-
ferent projects, while another member
lauds funding for the Lewis and Clark
Bicentennial. What is missing from
these releases is the story about the
authorized programs that will not re-
ceive full funding because there is not
enough money to go around. Wouldn’t
it be more responsible to spend this
money on pay raises or other impor-
tant morale boosters instead of on pa-
rochial interests?

BEarlier this week, I spoke at length
on the Boeing 767 Tanker Lease Pro-
gram so I will not take up much more
of the Senate’s time again now, except
to say, that the amendment that was
passed by the Senate in the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2005 is critical because Congres-
sional guidance is needed. The Air
Force’s conduct on its Tanker Lease
Program has, to date, been unaccept-
able. With regards to the Boeing 767
Tanker Lease Program, the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Air Force
leadership have obfuscated, delayed,
and withheld information from Con-
gress and the taxpayers.

Equally as unacceptable, the Appro-
priations Committee added $110 million
in this report in—a table, under the
heading ‘‘Tanker Replacement, Ad-
vance Procurement.”” There was no
money for the tanker program in the
President’s defense budget submitted
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to Congress in February. The Senate
Armed Services Committee did not au-
thorize any funding for tanker recapi-
talization for fiscal year 2005. The Chief
Staff of the Air Force, General John P.
Jumper, USAF, did not request ad-
vance procurement for tanker replace-
ment in his ‘“Fiscal Year 2005 Unfunded
Priority List,” which he submitted to
Congress in March 2005. The reason is
simple—tanker replacement money is
not needed NOW.

This latest procurement earmark is
disturbingly similar to the $30 billion
line item included in the Fiscal Year
2002 Defense Appropriations Act which
gave rise to this entire controversy to
begin with. The Air Force’s proposal to
acquire 100 Boeing KC-767TA tankers
was flawed from the beginning. Every-
thing, including a complete investiga-
tion of possible Air Force misconduct,
should be done to assure that this
doesn’t happen again.

Aspects of that deal, ranging from
how the original proposal passed
through Congress to the improper con-
duct of senior executives at the Boeing
Company, have been exhaustively re-
viewed and fundamentally criticized by
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices; the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science and Transportation; the
Department of Justice; the Defense De-
partment’s Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral; the Defense Science Board; the
Congressional Budget Office; the Gen-
eral Accounting Office; the Congres-
sional Research Service; the Office of
Management and Budget; the Defense
Department’s Office of Programs, Anal-
ysis and Evaluation; the Institute for
Defense Analyses; the Industrial Col-
lege of the Armed Forces, National De-
fense University and others. Notably,
White House Chief of Staff Andy Card
and former Defense Department Comp-
troller General Dov Zakheim have also
weighed in with serious concerns about
various aspects of the tanker program.

Critically, the Defense Science Board
task force found ‘‘there is no compel-
ling material or financial reason to ini-
tiate a replacement program prior to
the completion of the Analysis of Al-
ternatives, AoA, and the Mobility Ca-
pabilities Study, MCS.”” Moreover, the
task force observed that the Air Force
overstated both the amount of corro-
sion throughout the KC-135 fleet and
the KC-135’s operation and support cost
growth. It also found that the KC-135E
can fly to 2040. In other words, the
‘dominating rationale’ cited by the Air
Force to Congress for having taxpayers
pay billions of dollars more for leasing
Boeing’s KC-767TA tankers than they
would for buying them outright, has
been conclusively shown to be without
merit. The Air Force’s representations
on this issue remains a matter of con-
tinuing investigative concern. The
likelihood that the analysis of alter-
natives, AOA, and mobility capabilities
study, MCS, if done properly, will rec-
ommend an acquisition method for
these tankers now known to be wholly
unsuitable here, is probably minimal.
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So, the Secretary’s decision appears
fatal to at least the lease component of
the proposal.

Now what matters is that the AOA
and MCS are conducted properly and
objectively, and a new validated capa-
bilities document, ORD, is completed
that reflects, for the first time, the re-
quirements of the warfighter. The Air
Force’s conduct to date in this matter
has been egregious. The participation
of the Air Force’s FFRDC in the AOA
is problematic. RAND has recently
been receiving as much as $560 million
per year from the Air Force and appar-
ently prejudged the AOA in a recent re-
port. Therefore, both should be dis-
qualified from the process. The process
going forward will remain an issue of
continuing interest to me.

The bottom line here is this. The
amendment adopted in the Fiscal Year
2005 National Defense Authorization
Act will do much to inject needed sun-
light on a program whose development
has been largely insulated from public
scrutiny. The tanker amendment at-
tempts to make sure that any effort by
the Air Force to replace its fleet of
tankers is done responsibly. We should
expect no less from the Air Force.

Some of the egregious examples of
Defense pork for FY 2005, either in the
bill or in the accompanying report, in-
clude:

Section 8063 of the General Provi-
sions. The text states that, ‘“‘each con-
tract awarded by the Department of
Defense during the current fiscal year
for construction or service performed
in whole or in part in a State which is
not contiguous with another State and
has an unemployment rate in excess of
the national average rate of unemploy-
ment as determined by the Secretary
of Labor, shall include a provision re-
quiring the contractor to employ, for
the purpose of performing that portion
of the contract in such State that is
not contiguous with another State, in-
dividuals who are residents of such
State and who, in the case of any craft
or trade, possess or would be able to ac-
quire promptly the necessary skills.” 1
am not making this text up. Let’s call
a spade a spade. This provision directly
protects the jobs of only Hawaiians and
Alaskans.

As previously mentioned, $1.8 mil-
lion, for the Lewis and Clark Bicenten-
nial celebration. You don’t need to
have the exploration skills of Lewis
and Clark to see that this is a path to
higher deficits.

$120 million for the Advanced Pro-
curement of F-15s. The Air Force has
decided to procure the F-22 to replace
the F-15. Yet this earmark Kkeeps the
F-15 production line open, so I question
the necessity of the F-22 procurement
in the numbers of aircraft and at the
funding levels requested by the Air
Force. Apparently we just decided to
pay for both.

$1 million for the Center for Political
Logic Devices. I am the first one who
would pay for logic if we could insert
some into our political process, but
this earmark won’t do it.
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$11 million for the Chameleon Minia-
turized Wireless System. Chameleons
change colors, but one thing does not
change is the unrequested provisions in
this bill.

$2 million for the Air Battle Captain
program at the University of North Da-
kota. This provision sends students
from West Point to North Dakota for
their flight lessons. Instead of letting
flight schools compete for the ability
to train these cadets, we have ear-
marked their training to North Da-
kota. We are putting parochial inter-
ests over the necessity to provide the
best training possible for the best price
to our Army cadets.

$6 million for the LISA inspector.
Who is this Lisa, and why does it cost
$6 million to inspect her?

$4 million dollars for Project Albert.
Hey Hey Hey. Seems like Albert could
get pretty fat off all the pork in this
bill.

$4 million for Hibernation Genomics.
Looking around the Senate, I see a few
tired people, so maybe we a little hi-
bernation is in order. But I'd prefer not
to pay $4 million for it.

$5.6 million for the C-135 Improved
Waste Removal System. We need to
improve the way we remove waste from
this bill.

$700,000 for the United States Army
Reserve Citizen Soldier Memorial
Park.

Mr. President, I use humor in de-
scribing these earmarks, but the dam-
age they do is deadly serious. They pull
money away from legitimate funding
priorities and they waste taxpayer dol-
lars. Each year, many of the same ear-
marks appear in appropriations legisla-
tion, and each year I come to the floor
and point them out to my colleagues.
Some of the appropriators’ perennial
favorite projects include:

$56 million for the Smart Truck. This
provision, which directly lines the
pockets of the auto industry in De-
troit, is not exactly smart.

$10 million for the 21st Century
Truck. This program has been around
for years and not once has the Depart-
ment of Defense requested funding for
it. While I'm sure we all would love to
jump into a truck that could be in a
James Bond movie, I'm not sure it is
appropriate for the Department of De-
fense to pay for it.

$8.0 million for the New England
Manufacturing Supply Chain. This is
above and beyond the $14 million ear-
marked for them over the last two
years.

$9 million for the Medical Free Elec-
tron Laser. The electrons might be
free, but the laser sure isn’t. This
project was developed by the scientists
at Vanderbilt University in Tennessee.
The budget justification used by the
DoD in previous years spelled out the
plan to have this program funded
through NIH by FY2003. Why hasn’t
this happened yet?

$44 million for the Maui Space Sur-
veillance System. Arizona is home to
the Lowell Observatory. Why should we
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provide $44 million to Maui, when there
are many observatories in the United
States, such as Lowell, that offer many
of the same benefits as the Maui site?

$1 million for the Brown Tree
Snakes. Once again, the brown tree
snake has slithered its way into our de-
fense appropriation bill. I'm sure the
snakes are annoying—maybe even
frightening to children and adults
alike, but this funding does not belong
in the Defense Appropriations Act.

Mr. President, there are many ear-
marks that funnel dollars to worthy
programs, such as breast cancer re-
search, but there is no compelling na-
tional defense reason for these items to
be on this piece of legislation. This
type of critical research should be
funded through the Labor/HHS Appro-
priations bill. Our soldiers and sailors
need to be provided with the best
equipment, housing, and support pos-
sible. Scarce defense dollars should be
used for these defense purposes, not
others. Some examples of these inap-
propriate earmarks include:

$200 million for Peer Reviewed Can-
cer Research Program.

$50 million Peer Reviewed Medical
Research Program.

$25 million for Hawaii Federal Health
Care Network.

$2.5 million for the Alaska Federal
Health Care Network.

$56 million for Pacific Island Health
Care Referral.

I could go on and on—and on and on
and on—listing all of the examples of
pork in this legislation. We simply
need to reassess our priorities.

This year’s bill also includes a num-
ber of ‘“Buy America’ provisions. For
example, it prevents the foreign pur-
chase of welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain four inches in diameter
and under. Another provision ensures
that all carbon, alloy or steel plates
are produced in the United States.
Whew. I know we’ll sleep better at
night knowing that all of our carbon
plates are manufactured in the U.S.
Yet another section prohibits the De-
partment of Defense from purchasing
supercomputers from a foreign source.

Mr. President, I continue to be very
concerned about the potential impact
on readiness of our restrictive trade
policies with our allies. Every year,
Buy America restrictions cost the De-
partment of Defense and the American
taxpayers $5.5 billion. From a philo-
sophical point of view, I oppose these
types of protectionist policies, and
from an economic point of view they
are ludicrous. Free trade is both an im-
portant element in improving relations
among nations and essential to eco-
nomic growth. From a practical stand-
point, ‘“Buy America’ restrictions
could seriously impair our ability to
compete freely in international mar-
kets and also could result in the loss of
existing business from Ilong-standing
trade partners.

Some legislative enactments over the
past several years have had the effect
of establishing a monopoly for a do-
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mestic supplier in certain product
lines. This not only adds to the pres-
sure for our allies to ‘“‘Buy European’
but it also raises the costs of procure-
ment for DoD, and cuts off access to
potential state-of-the-art technologies.
In order to maintain our troop
strength and force readiness, the DoD
must be able to be equipped with the
best technologies available, regardless
of country of origin. This would ensure
both price and product competition.

Defense exports improve interoper-
ability with friendly forces—increas-
ingly necessary as we operate in coali-
tion warfare and peacekeeping mis-
sions. These exports also increase our
influence over recipient country ac-
tions, and, in a worse case scenario,
allow the U.S. to terminate them. Ex-
ports lower the unit costs of systems to
the U.S. military, and provide the same
economic benefits to the U.S. as all
other exports—well paying jobs, im-
proved balance of trade, and increased
tax revenue. These are really issues of
acquisition policy, not appropriations
matters. We had a floor debate on this
a few days ago during consideration of
the Defense Authorization Act. There
is no justification for including these
provisions in the Appropriations Act.

Finally, one of the more egregious
“Buy America’ provisions in this legis-
lation is a section in which we dictate
that we must buy only American sea-
food. While this provision has been in-
cluded in a previous year’s funding, I
must ask: What is the compelling De-
partment of Defense need to protect
the American seafood industry? Why is
an entire industry singled out for pro-
tection?

Mr. President, this bill spends money
on Lewis and Clark and funnels cash to
a center on ‘‘political logic devices.” It
protects the mooring chain industry
and ensures that we only buy American
seafood. If there is any food that
should be mentioned in this bill, Mr.
President, it is that Other White Meat.
There is enough pork in this bill to
feed an army—if only that we used our
defense appropriations to do that. I
suppose it is more important to pay
Project Albert.

I wish it were not necessary for me to
come to the Senate floor with every ap-
propriations bill to criticize the
amount of unrequested spending in the
legislation. I do so because I believe it
is critical for American taxpayers to
understand where the money in their
pockets is really going. I urge my col-
leagues to stop ‘‘porking up’ our ap-
propriations bills. In a time of huge
spending deficits and scarce dollars, it
is long past time to stop feeding at the
trough.

———————

ARMY END STRENGTH AND FYO05
DOD APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. REED. Mr. President, last week,
the Senate by a vote of 94 to 3, passed
the Reed-Hagel-McCain amendment to
increase the Army’s end strength by
20,000.
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This overwhelming vote was an ac-
knowledgement that the administra-
tion has consistently underestimated
and tried to avoid publicly admitting
the real number of troops needed to
win the peace in Iraq. That amendment
was one step to bring our Iraq policy in
line with the realities of Iraq.

However, the Defense authorization
bill and the Defense appropriations bill
before us today both continue to side-
step the budgetary realities of our
military involvement in Iraq. Just 2
days ago, Deputy Defense Secretary
Wolfowitz testified that ‘‘it’s entirely
possible’ that U.S. troops could be sta-
tioned in Iraq for years.

If a long-term deployment of U.S.
troops is ‘‘entirely possible’’, then the
administration and Congress have a
duty to properly budget for it.

When we know we are adding more
troops and we know that we have sig-
nificant commitments in Iraq, Afghan-
istan, Korea, Colombia, and elsewhere,
we should put those costs into the an-
nual Defense appropriations bill, not a
supplemental appropriations bill or a
contingency fund as the administration
calls it.

By making these known costs subject
to supplemental appropriations, we not
only pretend that these costs are not
long term, we also create an ongoing
budget problem for the Army. This sit-
uation is all the more shocking when
one considers the consistent claims
from both sides of the aisle that we
will provide our military with what-
ever it needs to win the war in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Indeed, since the Iraq war
began, the Army has had to continu-
ously cobble together the resources to
pay for more troops out of its regular
budget. So instead of replacing or re-
pairing destroyed equipment, buying
HUMVEESs or body armor, or fulfilling
other obligations, the Army has had to
eat its seed corn.

It is true that the Army has also got-
ten supplemental funds on occasion to
pay for additional soldiers, but only
after it has exhausted all of the re-
programming options I just mentioned.

In the short run, reprogramming and
supplemental appropriations are an op-
tion, but Iraq, Afghanistan and Korea
are not options. They are real, and the
pressure on the Army’s budget is real.
Unless, we increase the size of the
Army’s regularly appropriated budget
to include the costs of the Army’s real
personnel levels, I fear that the Army
will continue to delay needed expendi-
tures, put off necessary investments,
all so the administration can attempt
to minimize the costs of the war on
terror.

I want to be clear, this is not the
fault of the Appropriations Committee.
It has done its job well and has contin-
ually worked to make the Army whole.
But, the committee and the bill before
us are constrained by the administra-
tion’s inflexibility and demands that
known, long-term costs must be hidden
in contingency reserve accounts and
other budgetary maneuvers.
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It would be my desire to increase the
size of the Army’s personnel budget by
moving the $2 billion in supplemental
funds for this very purpose into the
Army’s annual fiscal year 2005 appro-
priation. I believe it would be more ap-
propriate to take the $2 billion we
know we’ll spend out of the supple-
mental section of this bill and put it
into the Army’s regular budget just
like all of the Army’s other long term
costs.

In deference to the chairman and
ranking member and the fact that such
a proposal would likely require waiving
the Budget Act as well as the Senate’s
endorsement of my amendment and
Senator LEVIN’s amendment that calls
on the administration to put the true
costs of Army end strength in its fiscal
year 2006 budget request, I did not offer
this amendment.

However, if the administration per-
sists in trying to sweep these costs
under the rug, Congress must act to in-
clude these funds in the regular budget
of the Army.

I am also concerned that this year’s
bill has consolidated the Peer Re-
viewed Cancer Research Program under
a single line item. While the peer re-
view programs are united in their goal
of improving detection, treatment and
hopefully one day, prevention of deadly
diseases such as leukemia, prostate,
ovarian and breast cancer, they are
each unique in their design, focus and
stage of development. However, there
is a valid concern that placing these
programs under a single line item may
inevitably pit them against one an-
other. The fledgling Ovarian Cancer
Research Program, which was only es-
tablished in 1997 and has been level
funded at $10 million per year, will be
competing with the much larger breast
cancer program that has been in oper-
ation for over 12 years and is funded at
a healthy $150 million.

I hope that I and other Senators can
work with the Chairman and ranking
member to find a way to protect the
critical and specific health research on
cancer that the Department of Defense
has been able to support in the past.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Department of
Defense—DOD—Peer-Reviewed Breast
Cancer Research Program. This pro-
gram is a proven success and I support
a $150 million earmark for the DOD
Peer Reviewed Breast Cancer Research
Program for Fiscal Year 2005.

This one-of-a-kind research program
uses an innovative grants structure
that brings scientists and consumers
together to make key policy decisions
about breast cancer research. Since its
inception 12 years ago, this far-reach-
ing, influential program has literally
changed the way breast cancer re-
search is done. It has become a model
that other research programs have
sought to replicate.

The program has funded
groundbreaking research, including the
discovery of the drug Herceptin, which
prolongs the lives of women with a par-
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ticularly aggressive type of advanced
breast cancer. This drug could not have
been developed without research that
was funded in part by the DOD Peer
Reviewed Breast Cancer Research Pro-
gram.

Not only is this program on the cut-
ting edge of breast cancer research, but
also is extremely streamlined. Every
penny spent by this program and the
researchers who receive funding are ac-
counted for at public meeting every 2
years. Ninety percent of the funds go
directly to research and only 10 percent
are used for administrative costs. This
kind of efficiency and prudence in
spending is unheard of in other feder-
ally funding research programs.

An overwhelming, bipartisan major-
ity in the Senate supports this pro-
gram every year. This year, 66 Sen-
ators, including myself, signed the let-
ter addressed to appropriators urging
the continuation of the Department of
Defense Breast Cancer Peer Review Re-
search Program earmark with Ilevel
funding of $150 million for fiscal year
2005.

Unfortunately, the language in the
Senate Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Fiscal Year 2005
threatens the funding and unique
structure of the Breast Cancer Peer Re-
viewed Research Program. The Senate
bill combines all of the Congressionally
Directed Cancer Research Programs
into one account and reduces the total
funding available to all.

Because the Senate version lumps all
the cancer programs into one pot, rath-
er than maintaining separate ear-
marks, the proposal will have multiple,
negative outcomes. As written, the
Senate bill seriously threatens the in-
tegrity of the Department of Defense
breast cancer research program and
will dismantle its one-of-a kind peer
review process involving patients and
consumers that makes the program so
successful and unique. The proposal
will force cancer groups to compete
with one another for reduced funding.
And, a particularly dangerous compo-
nent of the proposal is that it transfers
funding to other cancer projects that
are not recommended by a scientific
peer reviewed process.

I have heard the success stories that
have manifested as a result of research
that has come out of this program. I
regularly meet with women and men
alike, from my Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, who commend the positive and
innovative advances that this program
produces. Just last month, I met with
the Virginia Breast Cancer Founda-
tion. Let me tell you, I believe Virginia
is a model for other States on many
issues, but I must say that the Virginia
Breast Cancer Foundation is a leader
in its advocacy for this issue.

As the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Fiscal Year 2005 goes
to conference, I urge my colleagues to
support the language passed in the
House and preserve this important pro-
gram for breast cancer research. I un-
derstand that we are fighting a war on
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terror, but many individuals on our
home front are fighting for their lives.
I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
for third reading of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.

Mr. STEVENS. We have already or-
dered the yeas and nays. This is final
passage, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass? The
yeas and nays have been previously or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 149 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Akaka Dodd Lincoln
Alexander Dole Lott
Allard Domenici McCain
Allen Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Edwards Miller
Bennett Ensign Murkowski
Biden Enzi Murray
Bingaman Fe}ngol'd Nelson (FL)
Bond Fglnstem Nelson (NE)
Boxer Fitzgerald Nickles
Breaux Frist Pryor
Brownback Graham (FL) R
: eed
Bunning Graham (SC) Reid
Burns Grassley Roberts
Byrd Gregg Rockefeller
Campbell Hagel N
Cantwell Harkin Santorum
Carper Hatch Sarbanes
Chafee Hollings Schu_mer
Chambliss Hutchison Sessions
Clinton Inhofe Shelby
Cochran Inouye Smith
Coleman Jeffords Snowe
Collins Johnson Specter
Conrad Kennedy Stabenow
Cornyn Kohl Stevens
Corzine Kyl Sununu
Craig Landrieu Talent
Crapo Lautenberg Thomas
Daschle Leahy Voinovich
Dayton Levin Warner
DeWine Lieberman Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Kerry Lugar
The bill (H.R. 4613), as amended, was
passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of my good friend and co-chair-
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man, I thank the Senate for coming to-
gether so quickly behind this enormous
bill. This is the largest Defense appro-
priations bill in history, but it takes
into account the needs of our men and
women in uniform throughout the
world. As I said, some 120 different
countries have our men and women in
uniform. It takes care of the great
problems for those men and women in
harm’s way.

We thank all of our colleagues for
their support and for their confidence
in this bill. T again thank the staff.

I am overawed by the fact that it is
a unanimous vote on this unanimous
bill. I think it is a symbol to the coun-
try that we are willing to come to-
gether in times of crisis.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate insist on its
amendment, request a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes, and
the Chair then appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate.

There being no objection, the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CHAMBLISS) ap-
pointed Mr. STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOND, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GREGG,
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BURNS, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. BYRD, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. REID, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate Chairman STEVENS and the
ranking member of the Senate Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee on the
passage of the bill. It is my under-
standing this is one of the fastest, if
not the fastest, Defense appropriations
bills ever considered in the Senate. I
thank them. I will have more to say a
little bit later tonight about this.

———

RENEWAL OF IMPORT RESTRIC-
TIONS IN THE BURMESE FREE-
DOM AND DEMOCRACY ACT OF
2003

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of
S. J. Res. 39, the Burma import restric-
tions bill. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that the statutory time limit be
yielded back, and the joint resolution
be read a third time and placed back on
the Senate calendar. I further ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
then proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of H. J. Res. 97, the House
Burma resolution, and that all time be
yielded back, and the Senate proceed
to a vote on the resolution, with no in-
tervening action or debate.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. What do these resolutions
do?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, last
yvear, the Senate passed a resolution
imposing sanctions on the thug regime
that has been running Burma for the
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last 25 years. It comes up for annual re-
newal, much like the most-favored-na-
tion procedure we used to apply to
China. This is that resolution renewing
the sanctions for another year.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. I
thought there was another resolution
the Senator mentioned.

Mr. REID. We are going to do that
one next.

Mr. BYRD. That was all, Mr. Presi-
dent, this one resolution?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am sorry, I did
not hear.

Mr. BYRD. The Burma resolution, is
that the only resolution to which the
Senator referred?

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes, the only reso-
lution.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Will the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky modify his re-
quest to allow for a 10-minute vote
rather than the normal 15 minutes?

Mr. McCONNELL. That is perfectly
acceptable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. There will
be a 10-minute vote on this resolution.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 39) approving
the renewal of import restrictions contained
in the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act
of 2003.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading and
was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the joint resolution
will be returned to the calendar.

The clerk will report H. J. Res. 97.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 97) approving
the renewal of import restrictions contained
in the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act
of 2003.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support S.J. Res. 39, approv-
ing the renewal of import restrictions
contained in the Burmese Freedom and
Democracy Act of 2003. I am a cospon-
sor of this resolution, and I believe
that these sanctions must be renewed.

The resolution states that the State
Peace and Development Council,
SPDC, the military junta of Burma,
has failed to make substantial progress
toward implementing a democratic
government and that import sanctions
and other restrictions against the
SPDC must remain in force until
“Burma embarks on an irreversible
path of reconciliation that includes the
full and unfettered participation of the
National League for Democracy and
ethnic minorities in the country.”

The situation in Burma remains dis-
turbing. The military junta in Burma
continues to commit egregious human
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rights abuses against its population.
Human rights organizations have docu-
mented the systematic rape of Shan
women on a massive scale by Burmese
military forces and the recruitment of
children, as young as 11, into the Bur-
mese national army. Torture, extra ju-

dicial executions, forced Ilabor and
widespread political repression all
characterize the Burmese political

landscape. Aung San Suu Kyi, leader of
the National League for Democracy,
NLD, and other senior NLD members
remain under house arrest. Approxi-
mately 1,300 political activists, includ-
ing elected members of parliament,
languish in Burmese prisons, as punish-
ment for their nonviolent pursuit of de-
mocracy.

Despite the SPDC’s announcement of
a new political initiative, a ‘‘roadmap’’
to democracy, they continue to break
their promises of political reform. On
May 17, 2003, the junta opened a con-
stitutional convention that the junta
promoted as being a first step toward
democracy and democratic elections.
The NLD boycotted this convention,
after the junta refused to free Aung
San Suu Kyi. The SPDC’s continuation
of the convention without the key po-
litical parties of the NLD and the
United Nationalities Alliance, a group
of ethnic parties that participated in
the 1990 elections, demonstrates the
emptiness of the SPDC’s commitments
to reform.

The military junta not only creates
hardship for the Burmese people, but
threatens stability in the region and
beyond. Reports have emerged that
Burma and North Korea have reestab-
lished military and trade links after a
termination of diplomatic relations in
1983. The U.S. State Department ac-
cused North Korea of seeking to sell
surface to surface missiles to Burma’s
government and reported that Wash-
ington was aware that the Burmese re-
gime is interested in acquiring a nu-
clear research reactor.

In addition, Burma continues to be a
primary source of narcotics in Asia, as
one of the world’s largest trafficker of
methamphetamine and second largest
producer of opium. In their Inter-
national Narcotics Strategy report for
2003, the U.S. State Department re-
ported that major Wa traffickers, of
the ethnic Wa group in northeastern
Shan State, continue to operate with
apparent impunity. In addition, in the
Annual Presidential Determinations of
Major Illicit Drug-Producing and Drug-
Transit Countries for 2003, the Presi-
dent designated Burma as having
“failed demonstrably” to make sub-
stantial counter-narcotics efforts. Ac-
cording to U.S. State Department, the
government of Burma continued to be
deficient in dismantling drug organiza-
tions, attacking drug-related corrup-
tion and addressing money-laundering
issues. Officials in China, Thailand and
India have expressed serious concerns
about illicit drugs flooding into their
countries from Burma and the increase
of drug addiction among their youth.
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Human trafficking in Burma is also
of enormous concern. In the State De-
partment’s Trafficking in Persons re-
port for 2004, Burma was placed in Tier
3, a category for those countries which
are not in compliance with the min-
imum standards of the Trafficking Vic-
tims Protection Reauthorization Act of
2003 and are not making significant ef-
forts to bring themselves into compli-
ance. According to the State Depart-
ment, not only is Burma a source coun-
try for persons trafficked for forced
labor and sexual exploitation, but gov-
ernment officials and the military are
complicit in trafficking. Human Rights
Watch states, ‘‘recruiters for Burma’s
army frequently apprehend boys at
train and bus stations, markets and
other public places, threatening them
with jail if they refuse to join the
army. . . . After brutal training, child
soldiers are deployed into units, where
some are forced to fight against ethnic
armed opposition groups.”

Adding to regional instability, over
1.6 million person have fled Burma due
to persecution and violence. In addi-
tion, it is estimated that there are be-
tween 600,000 and 1 million internally
displaced persons within the country.

The United States and its inter-
national partners, including the United
Nations, ASEAN and the European
Union must persist in their demands
for political reform in Burma. The re-
newal of these sanctions sends a power-
ful message to Burma that the United
States is not satisfied with their facade
of democratization. I also strongly
urge the European Union to strengthen
their existing sanctions on Burma. The
SPDC must take immediate steps to
release Aung Sang Suu Kyi and other
political prisoners and to create a
broad-based democratic government
that respects human rights and the
rule of law.

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend Senators MCCONNELL and FEIN-
STEIN for their efforts to renew sanc-
tions contained in last year’s Burmese
Freedom and Democracy Act. I am
proud to be an original cosponsor.

The world’s democracies have a com-
mon moral obligation to promote
human rights. In few places is the lack
of freedom and justice more appalling
than in Burma, a country in which a
band of thugs, led by General Than
Shwe, controls the population through
violence and terror. The Burmese re-
gime has a record of unchecked repres-
sion. It has murdered political oppo-
nents, used child soldiers and forced
labor, and employed rape as a weapon
of war. Last year, the Burmese mili-
tary junta launched an orchestrated,
violent attack against democracy lead-
er Aung San Suu Kyi and hundreds of
her supporters. Since then, the regime
has kept more than 1,000 political ac-
tivists imprisoned, including elected
members of parliament.

Aung San Suu Kyi remains a captive.
Because she stands for democracy, this
heroic woman has endured attacks, ar-
rest, captivity, and untold sufferings at
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the hands of the regime. The junta
fears Aung San Suu Kyi because of
what she represents—peace, freedom,
and justice for all Burmese people. The
thugs who run Burma have tried to sti-
fle her voice, but they will never extin-
guish her moral courage. Her leader-
ship and example shines brightly for
the millions of Burmese who hunger for
freedom, and for those of us outside
Burma who seek justice for its people.
She recently celebrated her 50th birth-
day, under house arrest.

Last month, the National League for
Democracy courageously boycotted the
junta’s so-called ‘‘National Conven-
tion.” The government portrayed this
sham convention as the first step in a
“roadmap to democracy,” but it is
clear that it is intended to blunt inter-
national pressure, rather than as a se-
rious step in a democratic process. No
“‘roadmap to democracy’ will have any
credibility so long as Aung Suu Kyi re-
mains in confinement.

The work of Aung San Suu Kyi and
the members of the National League
for Democracy must be the world’s
work. We must continue to press the
junta until it is willing to negotiate an
irreversible transition to democratic
rule. The Burmese people deserve no
less.

In recognition of this, last year the
Congress overwhelmingly passed the
Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act.
In doing so, we took active steps to
pressure the military junta, and we
sent a signal to the Burmese people
that they are not forgotten—that the
American people care about their free-
dom and will stand up for justice in
their country.

For this reason I stand in support of
the joint resolution that will renew the
import restrictions contained in last
year’s legislation—sanctions that are
supported by the National League for
Democracy. These restrictions must re-
main until Burma embarks on a true
path of reconciliation—a process that
must include the NLD and Burmese
ethnic minorities. I note, however, that
while the American people have spoken
with one voice in support of freedom in
Burma, it is past time that the leaders
of other nations do the same. No other
country has yet implemented U.S.-
style economic sanctions. The Euro-
peans should reject half measures and
join the United States in targeted
sanctions against the military regime.
China, Thailand, India, and other Asian
nations uncomfortable with a tougher
response to the junta’s crimes must un-
derstand that diplomatic obfuscation
and obstruction on Burma will pro-
foundly affect their broader bilateral
relationship with the western democ-
racies.

The picture today in Burma is trag-
ically clear. So long as a band of thugs
rules Burma, its people will never be
free. They will remain mired in pov-
erty and suffering, cut off from the
world, with only their indomitable
spirit to keep them moving forward.
With our action today, we will support
this spirit.
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Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I speak
about Burma and U.S. sanctions policy.
Last year, thugs working for the ille-
gitimate Burmese government at-
tacked opposition leader Aung San Suu
Kyi and her supporters with clubs and
sharpened sticks, killing as many as 70
pro-democracy activists.

The government then held Suu Kyi in

what it cynically called ‘‘protective
custody.” Those events prompted
international outrage and led the

United States to pass the Burmese
Freedom and Democracy Act of 2003.

That Act banned all imports to the
United States from Burma. Chairman
GRASSLEY and I worked hard to ensure
that these sanctions would be effec-
tive—and that Congress would con-
tinue to play a key role in their imple-
mentation.

I did not want Congress to impose
trade sanctions on Burma without any
opportunity to review the policy and
revise it if it wasn’t working. So the
act requires that Congress debate and
vote on whether to renew the import
ban every year. That is why we are
here today.

What has the import ban accom-
plished? In 2002, the last full year with-
out a ban, Burma exported $356 million
to the United States, mainly in gar-
ments and apparel products.

Since the U.S. blocked all imports
from Burma, more than 100 garment
and apparel factories have closed,
throwing 50,000 to 60,000 people, mainly
young women, out of work.

And according to the State Depart-
ment, many of these young women,
lacking jobs and opportunities are, in
desperation, quote, ‘‘turning to work in
the sex industry or being forced or
duped into prostitution by traffickers.”

On the other hand, Burma’s military
rulers are doing just fine. The State
Department notes that ‘‘the military
leaders personal power and wealth have
little connection to the well-being of
the country. The country’s economic
and military elite derives its greatest
earning power from the trade of nat-
ural resources with neighboring states
and countries in the region.”

I have long been critical of unilateral
sanctions. They almost never work.
They may be an effective expression of
our rage, but as a rule, they do not de-
stabilize oppressive regimes, and they
often hurt the unfortunate people they
are intended to help.

The ban on imports from Burma is no
exception to this rule. Multilateral
sanctions can be effective. That’s why I
insisted that the act require the ad-
ministration to work toward making
the sanctions multilateral. But to date,
no country in the world has joined the
United States in banning imports from
Burma—not one.

Now, let me emphasize that Burma’s
government is despicable by any meas-
ure. Security forces commit murder,
use rape as a weapon of war against
ethnic minorities, and utilize forced
labor. Democracy activists are arrested
and dissent punished. Conscription of
child soldiers is widespread.
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There is no dispute that Burma’s ac-
tions require a response. The question
is whether unilateral trade sanctions
are the proper response.

This is not an easy question. I hope
that my colleagues have thought hard
about the consequences. I hope they
have made an honest assessment of the
merits of maintaining the import ban.

We cannot forget that the votes we
cast have real consequences. Those
thousands of young women being
forced into prostitution should serve as
a harsh reminder.

After struggling with the issue for
some time, I decided to support renew-
ing the import ban for another year.

On balance, I believe we should allow
the administration more time to try to
convince other countries to join in
sanctioning the outlaw regime in
Burma. But I would urge the adminis-
tration to make this more of a pri-
ority. Their efforts so far have pro-
duced little result.

If I am to find any consolation in this
state of affairs, it comes from the fact
that Congress has a say in whether the
trade sanctions on Burma continue. We
have retained our Constitutional au-
thority over international commerce.

This is consolation to me because it
is hard to evaluate any unilateral sanc-
tions program without looking back on
our failed sanctions against Cuba.

Since 1960, when the Cuban embargo
was first put in place, the TUnited
States has pursued a unilateral policy
of driving the Castro regime out of
power. Even as the rest of the Soviet
bloc collapsed, the Castro regime has
retained its control on the Cuban is-
land.

The U.S. embargo has failed. In fact,
it is obvious to me that the embargo
actually shelters Castro, and has di-
rectly contributed to the strength of
his regime.

But the unilateral embargo has re-
mained in place for more than forty
years. Had Congress originally required
an annual vote on the Cuban embargo,
as we have now done with the Burma
sanctions, the embargo would have
been eliminated long ago.

Instead, the Cuban sanctions were
created without any end in sight, with-
out any exit strategy, without any plan
for its removal. So, here we are, thir-
teen years beyond the fall of the Soviet
Union, with the last vestige of the Cold
War alive and well 90 miles from our
shores.

That’s why Senators ROBERTS, ENZI
and I have introduced legislation to
give Congress a voice on Cuba sanc-
tions. This legislation mirrors the leg-
islation on Burma that we are dis-
cussing today.

It would allow sanctions against
Cuba to continue—but would require
both Houses of Congress to vote annu-
ally to renew the sanctions. Absent
such a vote, the sanctions would end.

This is a reasonable approach to
Cuba, and to sanctions more generally.
Of course, that’s also why this legisla-
tion won’t pass this year. The Adminis-
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tration and Congressional leadership
are well aware that Cuba sanctions
would not survive a Senate vote.

In fact, last year, overwhelming ma-
jorities in the Senate and House voted
to suspend enforcement of the travel
ban. Everyone here remembers that
those votes were ignored by the leader-
ship in both chambers, and the travel
ban remained in place.

I hope that Congress can learn from
the mistakes we have made—and are
still making—in Cuba. I hope that Con-
gress will work toward a more respon-
sible sanctions regime. I stand ready to
work with my colleagues to make that
happen.

Let me close by thanking Senators
MCCONNELL, FEINSTEIN, and GRASSLEY
for their work on the Burma legisla-
tion. Senators MCCONNELL and FEIN-
STEIN have been tireless advocates for
democracy in Burma. They deserve to
be commended.

I would also like to acknowledge
some of the staff who have worked hard
on this issue—Paul Grove, Michael
Schiffer, Everett Eissenstat, and Ste-
phen Schaeffer.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today with my colleague from Ken-
tucky, Senator MCCONNELL, in support
of the joint resolution renewing the
sanctions against Burma. The House
has overwhelmingly and in a bipartisan
manner passed this resolution, and I
urge the Senate to do likewise.

Last year, following the brazen at-
tack against the motorcade of Nobel
Peace Prize winner and National
League of Democracy leader Aung San
Suu Kyi, the United States took a firm
stand on the side of human rights and
democracy for the Burmese people by
passing the Burmese Freedom and De-
mocracy Act and imposing a complete
ban on Burmese imports.

One year later, Suu Ky remains
under house arrest and the military
junta, the State Peace and Develop-
ment Council (SPDC), has failed to
make ‘‘substantial and measurable
progress’ towards a true dialogue on
national reconciliation and recognition
of the results of the 1990 parliamentary
elections, decisively won by the NLD.

As a result, the Senate has no choice
but to support renewing the sanctions
for another year.

Let me be clear. I do not believe
sanctions are a panacea for every for-
eign policy dispute we have with an-
other country.

I have long supported the reform of
our sanctions policy, and, in my view,
Congress should have the opportunity
to revisit sanctions imposed on other
countries on a case-by-case basis and in
a timely fashion.

I am cosponsor of Senator BAUCUS’s
legislation to allow Congress to vote up
or down on the sanctions imposed on
Cuba for that very reason.

It seems clear to me that 40 years
later, those sanctions have not
achieved our foreign policy goals. Yet,
under different circumstances and con-
ditions, sanctions can be effective.
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Burma, in my view, is such a case.
One year is not a sufficient period of
time to judge the effectiveness of the
sanctions, and there is reason to be-
lieve that the international commu-
nity is coming together to put addi-
tional pressure on the military regime.

I was disappointed that the European
Union and the Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN) did not
follow the United States’ lead last year
and impose tough sanctions on the
military junta.

Nevertheless, the EU, for one, is be-
ginning to realize that engagement
with Rangoon has failed to achieve the
desired results.

Last week, the EU refused to include
Burma in two lower-level meetings
with ASEAN representatives and, in re-
sponse to ASEAN’s demand that all of
its members be allowed to attend, the
EU canceled the meetings.

Supporters of freedom and democracy
in Burma should welcome this move
and continue to urge our allies to put
additional pressure on the military re-
gime.

There is also some positive move-
ment within ASEAN itself, including
Malaysia, the country that sponsored
Burma’s entry into the Association and
has supported ‘‘non-interference’” in
domestic affairs of other members.

Earlier this month, a group of Malay-
sian parliamentarians—from the gov-
ernment and the opposition—formed a
committee to press for democracy in
Burma. The group called on the SPDC
to immediately and unconditionally re-
lease all political prisoners and restore
democratic government.

The parliamentary group stated:
“The caucus also calls upon the
(Burma) government to respect ASEAN
and international opinion and return
to the mainstream of responsible inter-
national norms and behavior.”

Of course, we would all like to see
ASEAN, the EU, and others to take ad-
ditional steps to put pressure on Ran-
goon to respect human rights and re-
store democracy. But we must con-
tinue to take the lead.

I believe that by passing this resolu-
tion and renewing the sanctions on im-
ports from Burma for another year, we
will enhance our leadership in this area
and rally the international community
to our cause. Now is not the time to
weaken our resolve.

Some may argue that the sanctions
do no harm to the members of the mili-
tary junta and instead place additional
hardships on the Burmese people.

The military junta itself cynically
suggested that the reason why human
trafficking is a rampant problem in
Burma—as cited in the latest State De-
partment report—is due to the des-
perate economic conditions caused by
the sanctions imposed by the United
States.

Let us not forget that for over 15
years the military junta has brutalized
its won citizens, engaged in numerous
human rights abuses including rape,
forced labor, and human trafficking of
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young boys and girls, and run the Bur-
mese economy into the ground.

And the consequences of the regime’s
repressive rule extend far beyond its
borders. As Senator MCCONNELL and I
pointed out in an op-ed that appeared
in the Wall Street Journal, the spread
of narcotics, HIV/AIDS, and refugees
across the region can be traced back to
Rangoon.

As South African Archbishop
Desmond Tutu stated earlier this year:
“To dismantle apartheid [in South Af-
rica] took not only commitment, faith,
and hard work, but also intense inter-
national pressure and sanctions. In
Burma, the regime has ravaged the
country, and the people, to fund its il-
legal rule. Governments and inter-
national institutions must move past
symbolic gestures and cut the lifelines
to Burma’s military regime through
well-implemented sanctions.”

We cannot say for certain these sanc-
tions will work. But we can be certain
that if we do nothing and allow these
sanctions to expire, the military junta
will strengthen its grip on power and
the day of Suu Kyi’s release from house
arrest and the re-birth of democracy in
Burma will be put off further into the
future.

We simply cannot afford to make
that mistake and turn our backs on
those who are looking to us for hope
and inspiration.

I urge my colleagues to renew their
support for freedom and democracy,
Suu Kyi and the Burmese people and
support this resolution.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is, Shall the joint reso-
lution pass? The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
and the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS) are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 150 Leg.]

YEAS—96
Akaka Carper Dorgan
Alexander Chafee Durbin
Allard Chambliss Edwards
Allen Clinton Ensign
Baucus Cochran Feingold
Bayh Coleman Feinstein
Bennett Collins Fitzgerald
Biden Conrad Frist
Bingaman Cornyn Graham (FL)
Bond Corzine Graham (SC)
Boxer Craig Grassley
Breaux Crapo Gregg
Brownback Daschle Hagel
Bunning Dayton Harkin
Burns DeWine Hatch
Byrd Dodd Hollings
Campbell Dole Hutchison
Cantwell Domenici Inhofe
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Inouye McConnell Schumer
Jeffords Mikulski Sessions
Johnson Miller Shelby
Kennedy Murkowski Smith
Kohl Murray Snowe
Kyl Nelson (FL) Specter
Landrieu Nelson (NE) Stabenow
Lautenberg Nickles Stevens
Leahy Pryor Sununu
Levin Reed Talent
Lieberman Reid Thomas
Lincoln Rockefeller Voinovich
Lott Santorum Warner
McCain Sarbanes Wyden
NAYS—1
Enzi
NOT VOTING—3
Kerry Lugar Roberts
The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 97)
was passed.
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

———
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 393, which is at the
desk; provided further that the Senate
proceed immediately to a vote on the
adoption of the resolution with no in-
tervening action or debate. I further
ask unanimous consent that following
the vote, the preamble be agreed to and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that following that vote the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session to the
votes on the two previously debated
judges; provided further that following
those votes the Senate proceed to a
vote on the confirmation of Executive
Calendar No. 637, William D. Benton to
be U.S. circuit court judge for the
Eighth Circuit.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following the votes the Senate proceed
en bloc to the following nominations
on the Executive Calendar: No. 433, No.
638, and No. 639.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the nominations then be considered
and confirmed en bloc, the motions to
reconsider be laid upon the table, the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action, and that the Sen-
ate then return to legislative session.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator modify his request so all of
these votes will be 10-minute votes?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I so modify my re-
quest.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—I probably won’t
object—will the Senator identify the
first resolution to which he alluded?

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Chair
identify the resolution?

———

MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 393) expressing the
sense of the Senate in support of United
States policy in the Middle East peace proc-
ess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I remove
my reservation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
resolution. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 151 Leg.]

YEAS—95

Akaka Dodd Lincoln
Alexander Dole Lott
Allard Domenici McCain
Allen Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Edwards Miller
Bennett Ensign Murkowski
B@den Engi Murray
Bingaman Fe%ngolfi Nelson (FL)
Bond F?msceln Nelson (NE)
Boxer Fitzgerald Nickles
Breaux Frist Pryor
Brownback Graham (FL)

; Reed
Bunning Graham (SC) Reid
Burns Grassley
Campbell Gregg Roberts
Cantwell Hagel Rockefeller
Carper Harkin Santorum
Chafee Hatch Sarbanes
Chambliss Hollings Schumer
Clinton Hutchison Sessions
Cochran Inhofe Shelby
Coleman Inouye Smith
Collins Johnson Snowe
Conrad Kennedy Specter
Cornyn Kohl Stabenow
Corzine Kyl Stevens
Craig Landrieu Talent
Crapo Lautenberg Thomas
Daschle Leahy Voinovich
Dayton Levin Warner
DeWine Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—3
Byrd Jeffords Sununu
NOT VOTING—2
Kerry Lugar
The resolution (S. Res. 393) was

agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 393

Whereas the Road Map, endorsed by the
United States, Israel, the Palestinian Au-
thority, the European Union, Russia, and the
United Nations, remains a realistic and wide-
ly recognized plan for making progress to-
ward peace;

Whereas, on April 14, 2004, President Bush
welcomed the plan of Israeli Prime Minister
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Ariel Sharon to remove certain military in-
stallations and all settlements from Gaza,
and certain military installations and settle-
ments from the West Bank;

Whereas under the Road Map, Palestinians
must undertake an immediate cessation of
armed activity and all acts of violence
against Israelis anywhere, all Palestinian in-
stitutions, organizations, and individuals
must end incitement against Israel, the Pal-
estinian leadership must act decisively
against terror (including sustained, targeted,
and effective operations to stop terrorism
and dismantle terrorist capabilities and in-
frastructure), and Palestinians must under-
take a comprehensive and fundamental po-
litical reform that includes a strong par-
liamentary democracy and an empowered
prime minister;

Whereas Prime Minister Sharon noted
Israel’s responsibilities under the Road Map
include limitations on the growth of settle-
ments, removal of unauthorized outposts,
and steps to increase, to the extent per-
mitted by security needs, freedom of move-
ment for Palestinians not engaged in ter-
rorism;

Whereas there likely will be no security for
Israelis or Palestinians until they and all
states join together to fight terrorism and
dismantle terrorist organizations;

Whereas the United States remains com-
mitted to Israel’s security, and well-being as
a Jewish State, including secure, recognized,
and defensible borders, and to preserving and
strengthening Israel’s capability to deter en-
emies and defend itself against any threat;

Whereas Israel has the right to defend
itself against terrorism, including to take
actions against terrorist organizations that
threaten Israel’s citizens;

Whereas, after Israel withdraws from Gaza
and parts of the West Bank, existing ar-
rangements regarding control of airspace,
territorial waters, and land passages relating
to the West Bank and Gaza are planned to
continue;

Whereas, as part of a final peace settle-
ment, Israel must have secure and recog-
nized borders, which should emerge from ne-
gotiations between the parties in accordance
with United Nations Security Council Reso-
lutions 242 and 338;

Whereas, in light of realities on the
ground, including already existing major
Israeli population centers, it is unrealistic to
expect that the outcome of final status nego-
tiations will be a full and complete return to
the armistice lines of 1949, but realistic to
expect that any final status agreement will
only be achieved on the basis of mutually
agreed changes that reflect these realities;

Whereas Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Shar-
on has stated: ‘‘the barrier being erected by
Israel is a security rather than political bar-
rier, is temporary rather than permanent,
and should therefore not prejudice any final
status issues including final borders, and its
route should take into account, consistent
with security needs, its impact on Pales-
tinian communities’’;

Whereas an agreed just, fair, and realistic
framework for a solution to the Palestinian
refugee issue as part of any final status
agreement will need to be found through the
establishment of a Palestinian state, and the
settling of Palestinian refugees there, rather
than in Israel;

Whereas the United States supports the es-
tablishment of a Palestinian state that is
viable, contiguous, sovereign, and inde-
pendent, so that the Palestinian people can
build their own future;

Whereas the United States will join with
others in the international community to as-
sist in fostering the development of Pales-
tinian democratic political institutions and
new leadership committed to those institu-
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tions, the reconstruction of civic institu-
tions, the growth of a free and prosperous
economy, and the building of capable secu-
rity institutions dedicated to maintaining
law and order and dismantling terrorist or-
ganizations; and

Whereas in order to promote a lasting
peace, all states must oppose terrorism, sup-
port the emergence of a peaceful and demo-
cratic Palestine, and state clearly that they
will live in peace with Israel: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) endorses the above-mentioned prin-
ciples and practices of United States policy
in the Middle East, and ongoing actions to
make progress toward realizing the vision of
two states living side by side in peace and se-
curity, as a real contribution toward peace,
and as important steps under the Road Map;

(2) reaffirms its commitment to a vision of
two states, Israel and Palestine, living side
by side in peace and security as the key to
peace; and

(3) supports efforts to continue working
with others in the international community,
to build the capacity and will of Palestinian
institutions to fight terrorism, dismantle
terrorist organizations, and prevent the
areas from which Israel has withdrawn from
posing a threat to the security of Israel.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, in the
world of diplomacy, some things are
better left unsaid. For that reason, I
would have preferred that President
Bush not send the April 14, 2004 letter
to Prime Minister Sharon.

Nevertheless, I gave my qualified
support to S. Res. 393 because Israeli
withdrawal from Gaza has the poten-
tial to jumpstart the Israeli-Pales-
tinian peace process. There have been
too many missed opportunities al-
ready. It would be a shame to miss an-
other one.

My vote for S. Res. 393 is subject to
two understandings. First, Prime Min-
ister Sharon’s disengagement plan
should not be a substitute for bilateral
negotiations between Israel and the
Palestinians; and second, all final sta-
tus issues should be mutually agreed
upon by both parties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, after the
following judge vote, we are scheduled
to consider another five additional
judges this evening. Of the ones after
this one—looking at those five—the
next two are circuit judges, to be fol-
lowed by three district judges.

It has been cleared on this side to
have voice votes on all of those five
judges.

I ask the ranking member of the Ju-
diciary Committee if we could, out of
consideration of the many different
schedules tonight, voice vote the re-
maining nominations after the next
rollcall vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Well, Mr. President, in
response to my friend from Tennessee,
normally I would say: Have rollcall
votes. I also know with the Defense au-
thorization bill we had some very late
night schedules. This is pushing up
against the Fourth of July recess. I
think the Senator from Tennessee, the
Senator from South Dakota, and the
respective whips have the hardest jobs
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in the world trying to please every-
body.

I will tell my friend from Tennessee,
if that would make his life easier, 1
would be happy to accommodate him.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I very
much appreciate that.

On behalf of our colleagues, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. LEAHY. I say to the majority
leader, he has made a few other people
happy.

Mr. President, is it my understanding
on the first one there is a rollcall vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No roll-
call vote has yet been ordered.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF DIANE S. SYKES
TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT
JUDGE FOR THE SEVENTH CIR-
CUIT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
go into executive session, and the clerk
will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Diane S. Sykes, of Wisconsin,
to be United States Circuit Judge for
the Seventh Circuit.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of colleagues, after this
vote, the next vote will be after the re-
cess on July 6, sometime after 2:15 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Diane S.
Sykes, of Wisconsin, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Seventh
Circuit? The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR)
and the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
NICKLES) are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 27, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 152 Ex.]

YEAS—T0

Alexander Crapo Lott
Allard DeWine McCain
Allen Dodd McConnell
Bayh Dole Miller
Bennett Domenici Murkowski
B@den Dorgan Nelson (NE)
Bingaman EnS}gn Pryor
B?nd En@ Roberts
Breaux Fglngold Rockefeller
Brownback Fitzgerald

; : Santorum
Bunning Frist
Burns Graham (FL) Schqmer
Byrd Graham (SC) Sessions
Campbell Grassley Shelby
Cantwell Gregg Smith
Carper Hagel Snowe
Chafee Hatch Specter
Chambliss Hollings Stevens
Cochran Hutchison Sununu
Coleman Inhofe Talent
Collins Kohl Thomas
Conrad Kyl Voinovich
Cornyn Landrieu Warner
Craig Lincoln

NAYS—27
Akaka Feinstein Lieberman
Baucus Harkin Mikulski
Boxer Inouye Murray
Clinton Jeffords Nelson (FL)
Corzine Johnson Reed
Daschle Kennedy Reid
Dayton Lautenberg Sarbanes
Durbin Leahy Stabenow
Edwards Levin Wyden
NOT VOTING—3

Kerry Lugar Nickles

The nomination was confirmed.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s Senate proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, JUNE 25, 2004

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Friday, June 25.
I further ask unanimous consent that
following the prayer and pledge the
morning hour be deemed expired, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then begin a period of
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, tomorrow
we will be in morning business
throughout the day. There will be no
rollcall votes during tomorrow’s ses-
sion. The next rollcall vote will be on
July 6. I will have more to say about
the schedule for July during tomor-
row’s session.

We expect we will be in for a brief pe-
riod tomorrow. We hope to clear the re-
maining legislative business prior to
the recess. We are also attempting to
clear a number of important ambas-
sadorships prior to the Fourth of July
break.

Once again, I thank all of our col-
leagues for their patience over the last
few days as we made real progress and
as we wrapped up our work on two very
important measures.

————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand in adjournment under
the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:06 p.m., adjourned until Friday,
June 25, 2004, at 9:30 a.m.

———

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate June 24, 2004:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

KIRON KANINA SKINNER, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE A
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION
BOARD FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE HERSCHELLE
S. CHALLENOR, TO WHICH POSITION SHE WAS AP-
POINTED DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

CATHY M. MACFARLANE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVEL-
OPMENT, VICE DIANE LENEGHAN TOMB, RESIGNED, TO
WHICH POSITION SHE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE
LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

DENNIS C. SHEA, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
VICE ALBERTO FAUSTINO TREVINO, RESIGNED, TO

WHICH POSITION HE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST
RECESS OF THE SENATE.

ROMOLO A. BERNARDI, OF NEW YORK, TO BE DEPUTY
SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
VICE ALPHONSO R. JACKSON, TO WHICH POSITION HE
WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SEN-
ATE.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

KIRK VAN TINE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE MICHAEL P. JACK-
SON, RESIGNED, TO WHICH POSITION HE WAS APPOINTED
DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

SUE ELLEN WOOLDRIDGE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE SOLIC-
ITOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, VICE WIL-
LIAM GERRY MYERS III, RESIGNED, WHICH POSITION SHE
WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SEN-
ATE.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

CHARLES JOHNSON, OF UTAH, TO BE CHIEF FINANCIAL
OFFICER, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, VICE
LINDA MORRISON COMBS, TO WHICH HE WAS APPOINTED
DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

ANN R. KLEE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY, VICE ROBERT E. FABRICANT, RESIGNED, TO
WHICH POSITION SHE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE
LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

ADAM MARC LINDEMANN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE ADVISORY BOARD FOR CUBA BROAD-
CASTING FOR A TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 27, 2005, VICE
CHRISTOPHER D. COURSEN, TERM EXPIRED, TO WHICH
POSITION HE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST RE-
CESS OF THE SENATE.

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

EDWARD BREHM, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AFRICAN DEVELOP-
MENT FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING NOVEMBER
13, 2007, VICE CECIL JAMES BANKS, TERM EXPIRED, TO
WHICH POSITION HE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST
RECESS OF THE SENATE.



S7398 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES
BOARD

BEVERLY ALLEN, OF GEORGIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD
FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2008, VICE BETH
WALKUP, TERM EXPIRED.

GAIL DALY, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE NA-
TIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD FOR A
TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2008. (NEW POSITION)

DONALD LESLIE, OF WISCONSIN, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD
FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2006. (NEW POSI-
TION)

AMY OWEN, OF UTAH, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE NA-
TIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD FOR A
TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2008. (NEW POSITION)

SANDRA PICKETT, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD FOR
A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2005. (NEW POSITION)

RENEE SWARTZ, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD
FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2007. (NEW POSI-
TION)

KIM WANG, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
NATIONAL MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES BOARD FOR
A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 6, 2004. (NEW POSITION)

HARRY S TRUMAN SCHOLARSHIP FOUNDATION

JUANITA ALICIA VASQUEZ-GARDNER, OF TEXAS, TO BE
A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE HARRY
S TRUMAN SCHOLARSHIP FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EX-
PIRING DECEMBER 10, 2009 (REAPPOINTMENT), TO WHICH
POSITION SHE WAS APPOINTED DURING THE LAST RE-
CESS OF THE SENATE.

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION

DEBORAH ANN SPAGNOLI, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A
COMMISSIONER OF THE UNITED STATES PAROLE COM-
MISSION FOR A TERM OF SIX YEARS, VICE JOHN R. SIMP-
SON, TERM EXPIRED, TO WHICH POSITION SHE WAS AP-
POINTED DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE.

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
VETERINARY CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS
3064 AND 3084:

To be brigadier general
COL. MICHAEL B. CATES, 0000
In the Navy

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624:

To be commander

BRIAN S ADAMS, 0000
JAMES A AIKEN, 0000

BRIAN N ALBRO, 0000
NATHAN J ALLEN, 0000
ANTHONY L ALLOU III, 0000
RICHARD B ALSOP, 0000
JEFFREY M ALVES, 0000
ERIC L ANDALIS, 0000

MARK S ANDERSEN, 0000
EDWARD L ANDERSON, 0000
GREGORY L ANDERSON, 0000
JOSEPH C ANDREATTT, 0000
ANTHONY J ANGLIN, 0000
DOMINIC A ANTONELLI, 0000
LOUIS W ARNY IV, 0000
MONTY G ASHLIMAN JR., 0000
MICHAEL G BADORF, 0000
REGINALD BAKER, 0000
TIMOTHY C BARKDOLL, 0000
ERIC S BARKER, 0000
CHRISTOPHER K BARNES, 0000
DONALD A BASDEN, 0000
KENNETH D BATES, 0000
KENNETH R BECKER, 0000
MARK D BEHNING, 0000
JOSEPH E BELL, 0000
BASILIO D BENA, 0000

JON G BENAVENTE, 0000
RAYMOND J BENEDICT, 0000
PAUL T BENNETT, 0000
SHAWN M BENTLEY, 0000
PETER D BERARDI, 0000
LEIF E BERGEY, 0000
BRODERICK V BERKHOUT, 0000
VICTOR P BINDI III, 0000
JOHN G BISCHERI, 0000
CRAIG R BLAKELY, 0000
JOHN H BLALOCK JR., 0000
ROBERT W BODVAKE, 0000
BOBBY C BOLT, 0000

RICK D BONEAU, 0000
BARTEL J BOOGERD III, 0000
JAMES E BOSWELL, 0000
DENNIS R BOYER, 0000
STEVEN J BRACKETT, 0000
DANIEL M BRINTZINGHOFFER, 0000
RYAN K BROOKHART, 0000
CHAD D BROWN, 0000

WOODS R BROWN II, 0000
PUTNAM H BROWNE, 0000
MARK C BRUINGTON, 0000
DANIEL J BRUNK, 0000
DANIEL W BRYAN II, 0000
MICHEAL L BRYANT, 0000
ROBERT H BUCKINGHAM, 0000
WILLIAM A BULIS, 0000

ANDREW D BURDEN, 0000
CARL A BURKINS, 0000
EDWIN J BURNS, 0000
ANGELO D BURSTION, 0000
DERRICK J BUSSE, 0000
TIMOTHY P CALLAHAM, 0000
MICHAEL S CAMPBELL, 0000
FRANCIS J CAMPION, 0000
TIMOTHY D CARR, 0000
CLINTON A CARROLL, 0000
GUY N CARUSO, 0000
THOMAS G CAWLEY, 0000
ROBERT J CEPEK, 0000
THOMAS CHABY, 0000
ELEFTHERIOS N CHAPAS, 0000
ANNE L CHAPMAN, 0000
WILLIAM E CHASE III, 0000
RICHARD J CHEESEMAN, 0000
BYRON G CHEW, 0000
WILLIAM C CHINWORTH, 0000
HEEDONG CHOI, 0000

JOHN J CHOTI, 0000

JAMES L CHRISTIE, 0000
CRAIG A CLAPPERTON, 0000
ROBERT J CLARK, 0000
DAVID D CLEMENT JR., 0000
HEATHER E COLE, 0000
DANIEL M COLMAN, 0000
WILLIAM M COMBES, 0000
DESMOND M CONNOLLY, 0000
JOHN P CONSIDINE, 0000
JAMES M CONWAY, 0000
WILLIAM K COOKE, 0000
CHARLES R CORDON, 0000
CHRISTOPHER M CORGNATI, 0000
MICHAEL R COUGHLIN, 0000
PETER T COURTNEY, 0000
MICHAEL J COX, 0000
GREGORY J COZAD, 0000
MARK A CREASEY, 0000
DENNIS R CREWS, 0000
SPENCER J CRISPELL, 0000
WAYNE A CROSS, 0000
ROGER L CURRY JR., 0000
DONALD E J CZARAPATA, 0000
JEFFREY J CZEREWKO, 0000
MICHAEL R DARGEL, 0000
CARL P DAVIS, 0000
CHRISTOPHER J DENNIS, 0000
TIMOTHY A DERNBACH, 0000
ANTHONY T DESMET, 0000
EDWARD W DEVINNEY II, 0000
STEVEN L DIAL, 0000
NICHOLAS J DIENNA, 0000
DUKE E DIETZ, 0000

KAMRAN A DIL, 0000

KEVIN L DIPPERY, 0000
THOMAS C DISY, 0000

DAVID J DITALLO, 0000
THAD J DOBBERT, 0000
WILLIAM A DODGE JR., 0000
LEONARD C DOLLAGA, 0000
JOHN H DONEY IV, 0000

JOHN M DONOVAN, 0000
ALAN D DORRBECKER, 0000
MICHAEL E DOUGLASS, 0000
EUGENE J DOYLE, 0000
STEVEN E DRADZYNSKI, 0000
JEFFREY B DRINKARD, 0000
TIMOTHY E DRY, 0000
CHRISTOPHER D DRYDEN, 0000
JAMES A DUFFORD, 0000
CHARLES H DUNAVANT JR., 0000
KENNETH E DURBIN, 0000
DANIEL P DUSEK, 0000

JOHN A DUVALL III, 0000
THOMAS A EBERHARD, 0000
DOUGLAS L EDSON, 0000
MARK A EDWARDS, 0000
PAUL F EICH, 0000

EMILSON M ESPIRITU, 0000
JAMES M ESQUIVEL, 0000
ERIK O ETZ, 0000

STEVEN T EVERARD, 0000
WILLIAM L EWALD, 0000
FREDERICK L FACYSON, 0000
GERARD R FEAGLES, 0000
RODOLFO FERNANDEZ, 0000
SCOTT W FEVER, 0000

KORY R FIERSTINE, 0000
JACQUELINE R FINCH, 0000
WILLIAM D FINCH, 0000

ERIK R FINO, 0000

HEIDI A FLEMING, 0000
MATTHEW G FLEMING, 0000
BRIAN P FORT, 0000

GEORGE F FRANZ, 0000
BRYAN P FRATELLO, 0000
FREDERICK P FREELAND JR., 0000
RICHARD A FREY, 0000
WALLACE J GABER JR., 0000
GEOFFREY S GAGE, 0000
PETER G GALLUCH, 0000
EDWARD M GALVIN, 0000
TIMOTHY L GAMACHE, 0000
ROBERT T GARRETSON, 0000
BRIAN M GARRISON, 0000
DOMINIC C GAUDIN, 0000
JASON L GEIGER, 0000
KENDALL GENNICK, 0000
ARTHUR GIBB III, 0000
BRYCE M GIBB, 0000

JAM